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And the SCRIPTURE-DOCTRINE of 
the TRINITY Vindicated. 


9 


WP R. Waterland has lately publiſh'd 
Pa Bock entitled The Importance of the 
Doctrine of the Holy Trinity aſſerted ; 
the Deſign and Purport of which 
f Book, throughout, is to ſhew, that they 
who do not profeſs, or who oppoſe, his Notion of 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, ought to undergo 
the higheſt Church-Cenſures; to be deny'd Chriſtian 
ECommunion 3 and to be farther puniſh'd as the 
Law ſhall think fit. BL th, 

That the Doctrine of the Trinity, as reveal'd 
and declar'd in Scripture, is an important Doctrine, 
is ſo far from being deny'd by the Adverſaries of 
Dr. Vs Notion, that it is z2alouſly contended for 
by them in Oppoſition to his Notion. And as there 
never was a more groſs, irreligious, and Anti- 
ſehriſtian Error promoted, iaſtead of the real and 
= B Scripture- 


(2) 

Scripture-Do&trine of the Holy Trinity, than that 
Doctrine of Tritheiſm which Dr. W. hath many 
Years been aſſerting and vindicating 3 fo there ne- 
ver was an Hereſy more thoroughly confuted 
from Scripture, Reaſon, and the unanimous Senſe 
of the primitive Chriſtian Church, than this Doc: 
trine of his, which he abuſively calls the Doctrine 
y Holy Trinity, and wou'd infinuate to be the 
octrine of the Church, has been. So that, I own, 
it is perfectly amazing to me, what he can mean 
by writing ſuch an extravagant ill-natur'd Book, 
void of all Moderation, Decency, and even Mo- 
deſty. 2 
I: was reaſonable to expect, that the Doctrine 
which he pretends to be fo important and funds 
mental, as to deſerve even a Popiſh Authority to 
eſtabliſh it, ſhou'd be ſome where or other ex. 
preſs'd in Scripture ; and that he ſhou'd be able 
to ſet it forth in Scripture-Terms, that ſo we might, 
before we ſubſcrib'd to it, or elſe be Anathems- 
ti2?d and ruin'd for not ſubſcribing to it, be fatisfy' 
that it is really a Doctrine of Chriſt declar'd in his 
Goſpel. And cou'd he ſatisfy us of this, all the 
Terrors of his Church-Cenſures wou'd be uſeleſs and 
In vain ; becauſe every ſerious and real Chriſtian 
wou'd of himſelf, and without theſe Menaces, im. 

mediately come into it and embrace it, 
But as it is obſerv'd in reſpect of the Doctrine: 
of Popery, that the Teachers of them are always 
moſt zealous for applying the wholeſome tho fan 
guinary Laws of the Church, in Defenſe and Sup 
port of thoſe Doctrines, which of all others are 
moſt abſurd in themſelves, and moſt contradictory 
to Scripture and Reaſon ; fo Dr. W. is here playing 
the ſame Part. For tho' he has been call'd upon, 
over and over, to ſhew where his Doctrine is de. 
clar'd in Scripture 3 and to produce either ſo mud 
as one ſingle Text thence, or one Teſtimony dl 
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: (3) 

any one Writer of the antient Church for it; yet he 
has always fail'd, and muſt for ever fail of doing it, 
He has wreſted Scripture (to make it ſpeak his 
& Senſe) even to a ſhameful Degree, and yet he can- 
not make it ſpeak it; and he has miſrepreſented 
and perverted the Creeds and Teſtimonies of the 
Writers of the antient Church by every Art of 
© Sophiſtry, unfair and unſcholar-like Interpretati- 
E onof their Words, in flat Contradiction to the plain 
and expreſs Senſe of them. And the effect has been, 
that the more he has been confuted in every re- 
E ſpect, the more obſtinate and angry he has been; 


1 
1 


and when Scripture, Reaſon, and all Antiguity are 


2 
2 


8 

8 BL. 8 Ws 

* 
. 


AS 


© ſhewn to be againſt him; when it has been prov'd 
to a Degree of Demonſtration, that his Notion 


has not the leaſt Countenance from any of theſe, 
and that in Truth it is a meer Fiction, firſt brought 
. 


into the Church, and begun to be promoted, to- 


wards the latter End of the fourth Century, thro? 
# a 2 wilful Corruption of the Doctrine of the + Nicene 


Council, and in plain Oppoſition to it, by ſuch 
Men as Gregory Nyſſen, Maximus, and a few other 
© Tritheiſts ; and has been propagated, with other Sy- 
perſtitions in the Popiſh Church, by popiſh Violence 
and Perſecution ; and has liv'd to be eſpous'd and 
refined by Dr. W. ſo as to appear, as will be ſhewn 
in theſe Papers, even ſhocking to a Chriſtian ; 
e when all this has been fully and evidently prov'd, 
row at laſt, in Defiance as it were of the common 
ar Senſe of Mankind, he puts on an Air of aſſurance, 


a: calls his Hypotheſis at Random the Doctrine of the 
a Wy holy Trinity, aſſerts boldly that it is important and 
i undamental, and to diſgrace the Church with it, 
s calls upon her to ſend out her Cenſures againſt all 
0" vho deny or oppoſe it. N 


wc Wi + See the True Narrative of the Controverſy concerning the 
yl Doctrine of the Trinity, againſ Dr. Berriman, P. 76— 110. 
and Diſſert. Prev. ad Novat. P. 5970. edit. Jackſon, 

B 2 „ 


If ſome thro' Bigotry and Want of thinking, 
and others thro? Indifference in Matters of Religion 
and want of Honeſty, were not diſpos'd to dif- | 
regard the great and plain Doctrines of Scripture, | 
Dr. Wes. Hypotheſis had long ſince been univer- 
ſally exploded ; and there wou'd have been no 
Need of my taking Notice of a Book, the un- 

reaſonable and infamous Nature of which is more 
than a Confutation of it. To 3 


ant 

But as ſuch a Book ought not to paſs un-. ly, 
cenſur'd, 1 ſhall ſpend ſome Obſervations upon Fa 
6 = 
It is, in the firſt Place, evident, by calling hi cl 

| Notion of the Trinity an important and fundamen Wt Ch 


tal Doctrine, that he does not at all underſtaud 
what is a fundamental Doctrine of Religion. Z 
As in natural Religion there is no fundamentd 
Doctrine or Article, but which is clearly eviden 
and demonſtrable by Reaſon ; ſo in revea'd Rel. 
gion there is no fundamental Doctrine or Artick, | 
but which is clearly expreſs'd in Scripture ; and 
which likewiſe by its own Nature, or the er 
preſs Teſtimony of the Scripture itſelf, is declariſe 
do be neceſſary or fundamental. Therefore, 2 
In natural Religion there is but one fundamen 
tal Article, which is fully expreſs'd by the Apoſtle, 
[Heb. 11. v. 6.] He that cometh to God (as a Wo. 
ſhipper of him) muſt believe that He is, and that Hei 
a Rewarder of them that diligently ſeek Him. 
The Belief of the Exiſtence of God and hs 
providential Government of the World, and wor 
ſhipping Him under the Expectation of a Jud 
ment to come, is the Sum and Subſtance of nan- 
ral Religion. 3 | 
In the Chriſtian reveal'd Religion there are tat 
fundamental Articles, thus declar'd by our Saviout 
Himſelf ; This is Life eternal that they may tum 
Thee (the Father) the OnLy Trxvs Gop, and 175 


65 


4 Chriſt whom thou haſt SET, Cohn 17. v. 3. .. 


2 


paul expreſſeth the ſame otherwiſe thus, II Cor. 
3.6.] To us there is but One Gop, even the Fa- 
© razr, of hom are all things, And one Lord Feſus 
Cbriſt, By (Through) whom are all Things ; again, 
li Tim, 2. f.] There is One Gop, and Ons MEDIa- 
© ror between God and Men, the Man Chriſt Jeſus : 
And again, He ſums up the whole of his preaching, 


h. [45s 20. v. 21.] Repentance toward God, and 
Faith toward our Lord Feſus Chriſt. 

nn theſe two expreſs fundamental Articles is in- 
© cluded the whole both of natural Religion, and the 


his being Mediator, is contain'd and included not on- 
[bas . . © 
hy the Belief of his Death, Reſurrection and Aſcen- 


n, as being by God's Appointment prerequiſite 
to his Office; but alſo all the Power and Autho- 
W 


iy which God gave Him in Conſequence of it. 


, So that there was no need particularly to mention 
nl the Miſſion of the Holy Ghoſt and Belief in Him, 
ex + becauſe that was included in the Mediatorial Miſ- 
Tit 


ſion and Power of Chriſt, whom God, upon his 
Prayers to Him for that Purpoſe, [John 14. v. 16.] 
zen granted and authoriz d to ſend the Holy Spirit, to 
(tle, ip 
Vor Kingdom, On which Account our Saviour bid 
Hei his Diſciples baptize all Nations in the Name of the 
| Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, (Mat. 
28. v. 19.) And Sr. Paul (Epbeſ. 4. v. 4,5,6.) fully 


wot 
dg theſe Words; wiz, One Spirit—One Lord—One 
| God and Father of all, who is Above all. 

Theſe plain Texts need no Interpretation, and 


are plainer in themſelves than any Expoſition can 
| make them, Yet Dr. Vs. Doctrine of the Tri- 


Mat there are no ſuch Texts in Scripture 3 but that 
- | 1 


and of the Chriſtian Religion, in two Articles, name- 


7 Chriſtian Revelation. In the Miſſion of Chriſt, and 


de his Miniſter in the Affairs of the Church his 


| expreſſeth the Chriſtian Doctrine of the Trinity in 


nity, which he calls fundamental, not only ſuppoſes 


(6) 


the direct contrary to them is the fundamena Þ 
Doctrine of the Trinity. According to his Notion, Þ* *: 
our Savionr ſhou'd have ſaid; This is Life eternal 


(not to know Thee the Father the only true God, but) I | 


to know the only true God, Father, Son, and Hoh 


Gho#t , and Jeſus Christ, the ſame only true God, 
whom thou hat SenT. And St. Paul, inſtead of 
ſaying, to vs (Chriſtians) there is but one God, even f. 
the FarHER, Or whom are all Tbing,. and on 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, By (through) whom are all thing, 
| ſhou'd have faid ; to. us Chriſtians there is but on 


God [nor the Father, but] the Father, Son, and Hol 


Ghoſt, Or whom are all Things; and one Lord Jeſu; 
Chriſt, the ſame God, By (through) whom are al 
Things. St. Paul diſtinguiſheth where he ſhou'd nat 
(according to Dr. .) in calling the Father the on 
God of the Chriſtians, in expreſs Contradiſtinction 
to the Son &c ; whereas Dr. W. thinks and aſſerts, 
that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are as much the one Gil 
of Chriſtians, as the Father (alone by St. Paul de- 
clar'd to be ſo) is. Again, inſtead of ſaying, ther: 


is one God, and one Mediator between God and Mey 
&c. he ſhou'd have ſaid (in direct Contradiction) 


there is one God who is Mediator between God ani 


Men: for that the Son (who was made Fleſh) 
Man Chriſt Jeſus, whom St. Paul ſtiles Mediz- 
tor, is equally, Dr. V. thinks, Supreme God with 
the one God and Father of all, to whom he is Mi. 
diator. Once more, inſtead of ſaying, one Spi. 
rie Lord ne God and Father of all, wh 
is above all, the Apoſtle ought, according to Dr. V, 
to have included the one Spirit and the one Lord in 
the one God, and not to have diſtinguiſh'd the one 
God from them by the perſonal Appellation of Fa- 
ther of all, who is above all; as if he was eminently 
and peculiarly the o God more than, or above, the 
Son and Spirit. 


Dy. 


(7) 
Dr. VV. cannot, I am ſure, with Truth or Juſtice 
ay, that I have in the leaſt miſrepreſented his No- 
tion of the Senſe of the preceeding Texts of Scrip- 
ture, who every where declares tbe one God of Chriſ- 
tian (whom Si. Paul ſtiles the one God and Father 


tiles his Father and God, Jobn 20. v. 17, Heb. 1. 
v. 9.) to be the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; whom 
he teaches and avows to be“ three diſtinft, equally 
b Supreme, neceſſarily exiftent, and independent divine 
I: affing Subſtances, or intelligent Agents, abſolutely e- 
ua in Nature and all Eſſential Perfections: and 
eſteems Self-Origination, which he allows to be now 
Z peculiar to the Father, to be no eſſential or divine 
perfection at all, but a meer Mode of Exiſtence, 
fortuitous and precarious ; even ſo precarious and 
© mutable, that the Son might have been Self-origi- 
nated and the I Father, and the Father might 
have been begotten and the Son, had it been fo 
© agreed between them; and that alſo, by the ſame 


3 


& 3 Agreement, the Holy G Ho might have been either 
4, the Father or the Son, or both by turns, as now 
2 


Order of the Chriſtian Religion might have been 
"IF inverted. If this is not ſuppoſing the Foundation 
de both of natural and reveal'd Religion to be muta- 
a. ble, and poſſible to have been the Reverſe of what 
th it is, and that the Scripture Diſpenſation is a meer 
le © Babel, and Abuſe of Senſe and Language, I know 


Bu. IF not what can be call'd ſo. 


0; | Yet this is the Doctrine, ſo fundamentally oppo- 
9 


| ſite to Chriſtianity, which Dr. V. preſumes to call 
the important and fundamental Doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity; and this is the Doctrine, ſo juſtly and 
highly obnoxious to the Cenſures of the Church, 


See his ſecond Defenſe, p. 367, Ce. 
7 bid. 9.477 4 
an 


ef all, whois above all, and whom Chriſt Himſelf 
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(8) 
and the whole Body of Chriſtians, which he has 
the Aſſurance (as if it was the Churches Doctrine) 
to call upon the Church to authorize, and eſta. 


bliſh by Humane Authority. 


The Church, which he means, has had the 7; 
Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity laid before it, in 
the Propoſitions relating to this Doctrine which the 
late Dr. Clarke deduc'd from Scripture. Theſe 
were well conſider'd by the moſt eminent and 
learned Body of the Clergy z who after mature 
Deliberation, and without any Prejudice in Favour 


of Dr. Clarke, did not gainſay any Part of hi 


Propoſitions ; or alledge, either that he had mi. 
underſtood or miſinterpreted any one of above 
thouſand Texts of Scripture, on which his Pro- 
poſitions were founded; or that any one of them 
was not rightly deduc'd from the Scriptures, which 
he brought to ſupport them. What was this but 


a tacit Determination in Favour of the Scripture- 
Doctrine of the Trinity, afferted by Dr. Clarke, But 


as no learned and eminent Man has yet appear'd 
in Defenſe of Dr. W's. Notion ; ſo it is to be 


hop'd, that none will ever be ſo unwiſe as to riſque 


the Reputation of his Learning and Religion, by 
appearing in ſo indefenſible and bad a Cauſe. One 
eminent Prelate * has already ſhewn his Senſe of the 
Dr's fundamental Doctrine, by not fo much as 
mentioning it in his Catalogue of the great and fun- 
damental Doctrines of Chriſtianity. So that as 
every Chriſtian cannot but be ſurpriz'd at, ſo eve 


ry Scholar muſt contemn, thoſe high and arro- 


gant Demands here made of their Faith to a Do- 


| Qtrine, which it is impoſſible that any knowing 


ſincere Chriſtian ſhou'd believe, or ſhou'd not ut- 
terly renounce and deteſt, 


* See the Biſhop of London's 2d Paſt, Let. p. 24, 25. &c. 
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(93 

l proceed to examine his Conduct towards, and 
Treatment of thoſe, who, in Defenſe of Scripture 
and primitive Chriſtianity, differ from his Notion 
E of the Doctrine of che Trinity. SL 
He ſays, (p. 38.) © Can thoſe who believe Chriſt 


Ke 


5 
> 
* 


« tobe God, and who honour Him as ſuch, ever 
think it reaſonable or pious to hold Commu- 
nion with Men, who, by what they call inferior. 
| « Worſhip, do thus manifeſtly diſhonour and de- 
grade their God and Saviour, denying his di- 
„ vine Perfections Sc. To the ſame Purpoſe 
he adds, (p. 42.) ** Guilt is contracted by commu- 
e nicating with thoſe, who openly and reſolutely 
corrupt the Faith (knowingly or ignorantly) in 
very important Articles.” 

But how do they diſhonour Chriſt, who honour 
Him with every high Title aſcrib'd to him in 
E Scripture ? who refuſe him not the Title of God, 
E tho' to be ſure not in Dr. J's Senſe of his being 
E the one God of Chriſtians, whom St. Paul ſtiles the 


P 


ut 
dane God and Father of all, who is above all; this 


E would be not to honour Chriſt, but to diſhonour 
xe the Father who ſent Him: but they acknowledge 
him to be God, as being the only-begotten 
ne Son of God, the Word or Revealer of his Will, 
he hom. God hath appointed to be their Saviour, 
Mediator, and Fudge. And how do they degrade 
n- bim by inferior Worſhip, who, as the Church ex- 
as borts every Prieſt at his Ordination, continually pray 
e. % God the Father, by the Mediation of Feſus Chriſt ? 
o- Do they degrade Chriſt in their Worſhip, who, ac- 
o- {cording to his own Command, pray to the Father 
ng W's bi, Name* ? Is giving to Chriſt me- 
f. ¶ diatorial Worſhip degrading Him; or is it de- 

grading Him by inferior Worſhip, in offering (as 
he Himſelf has commanded us, Mat. 6.9.) all our 
Prayers primarily and ultimately to God the Father, 
J. 15. 16.16. ch. 23. 


— 


to 


f divine Worſhip calPd Prayer is moſt properly ani 
_ emphatically Prayer, when directed to the firſt Per. 
ſon of the Godbead; 


and tbrougb whom, therefore, all our Prayers an 
Praiſes ought primarily and ultimately to be offerd | 


our Guide, do likewiſe diſhonour him by inferir 


Vs preceding Inſinuation, 


16.17.) T mark them which cauſe Diviſions and Ofen 


(10) 
to whom He Himſelf alſo prays ? Is it degrading 
Chriſt by inferior Worſhip, to ſay that Prayer, i 
the moſt proper Senſe, is io be underſtood of Prayer 
directed immediately to the Father; that one Par 


that Prayer properly, or en. 
phatically, ſpearing, is praying to the Father, to bon 
all Prayer primarily belongs * * If then all Wor. 
ſhip of Prayer primarily belongs to the Father, j 
it degrading Chriſt by inferior Worſhip, to worſhip 
him (not primarily, but) in Subordination to the 
one God and Father of all, to whom he is Medial, 


to God the Father? This is our Rule of Wor. 
ſhip; and if he is conſiſtent, it will be his Ru 
too: Otherwiſe, let him ſay, not that we, but lt 
him ſay, as he ought to ſay and in Conſequence 
does ſay, that the Scripture d;/honours Chriſt by 
giving inferior Worſhip to him; and that we, by 
following that inſtead of humane Inventions for 


Worſhip. I appeal now to any ſober Chriſtian for 
the Chariableneſs, Equity, and Conſiſtency of Dr. 

The Texts of Scripture which he civilly apply 
to the Oppoſers of his Notion, as being ſuch 2 
openly reject the fundamental Doctrines of Chriſtianity 
and ſo not fit to be communicated with, are, viz. (Ron. 


ces, contrary to the Doctrine which ye have learn'd, ani 

avoid them. Again; t (Gal. 1. 8.) tho we, or an Ant 

from Heaven, preach any other Gofpel unto you that 

that which we have preach*d unto you, let him be a- 

cured, Again; || (1 Tim. 6. v. 3,5.) If any Mn 
* Se his 2d Defenſe, p. 400. 


J P. 105. F P. 107. | þ, 110. 
8 140 


; ( 11 ) 

teach otherwiſe, and conſent not to wholeſom Words, 
den the Words of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and to the 
BE Doftrine which is according to Godlineſs from ſuch 
E withdraw thyſelf. Again; (Tit. 3. v. 10, 11.) A 
Man that is an Heretic after the firſt and ſecond Ad- 
© monition reject; knowing that be that is ſuch is ſub- 
verted and finneth, being condemw'd of Himſelf. Again; 
(2 Epiſt. Jo. 10.) T there come any unto you, and 
© bring not this Doctrine, (that Feſus Chriſt is come in the 
© Fiſh, v. 7.) receive him not into your Houſe, neither 
© lid him God ſpeed. Thus we ſee how eaſy it is to 
© abuſe with Scripture-expreſſions. But is not mak- 


„ng Scripture thus ſubſervient, by groſs and wilful 
e Mifapplication of it, to our Uncharitable Paſſions, 
really ridiculing and blaſpheming it? 

. He proceeds to inſinuate (p. 131—188,) that 
e che Oppoſers of his Hypotheſis of the Trinity are 
kt either not ſincere Men, or that however incere they 
are in defending what in their Conſcience, and after 
ydthe beſt Enquiry they think to be Truth, they are 
by [ nevertheleſs wicked and immoral, and impious Men, 


ls WW © manded to hold faſt our Sincere Errors, (his rea- 
ſoning requir'd him to ſay, our Sincerity) but to 
vt, © hold faſt that which is Good.” . 

on, So then with Dr. W. Sincerity cannot be good, 
. annot be rely'd on, or fo much as known, but by 
au the Right and Reaſon of the Cauſe. This is very 
like laying Men under a Neceſſity of being infalli- 
Ane, or elſe to be damn'd for Hereſy. But as I 
2 lope God will judge no Man by this Rule, fo I 
Ma fou d be ſorry that Men ſhou'd be ſo cruel to each 
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ceptable unleſs it is ſincere) ſo their Sincerity vil 


good Endeavours, to know and to do his Will; thi 
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other as to do fo; and if Dr. W's Sincer ity is f. 


nally to be try'd by his own Rule, by the Righ 


and Reaſon of his Cauſe, I think, I may without 
Uncharitableneſs ſay, that he js, and will be found, 
a very inſincere and wicked Man. Our Saviou 
ſuppoſes, that Sincerity is the ſureſt Way to come 


promis'd (Jobn 7. 17.) that if any one will 6 
God's Will, i. e. is ſincerely diſpos'd to know and 
obey it, be ſhall know of his Doctrine, whether it |! 
of God, or whether he ſpake of himſelf. Our Sz 


viour therefore has taught, that Sincerity will ſecur I 
Men from falling into dangerous and fatal Error, MW 
And as Men cannot but be conſcious (if they wil 2 
examine themſelves) of their own Sincerity, as wel t 
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as of their Inſincerity (otherwiſe it is in vain tha 
Religion is propos'd to them, which cannot be ac. 


always be an Anchor of Hope and Confidence fo 
them to depend upon God's Acceptance of thei 


they may, thro* humane Infirmity, ſometimes mil 
take it ; and have not (as not being infallible) a 


ways the Right and Reaſon of the Cauſe. It is the: *© 
fore undoubtedly God's Will that Men ſhou'd hol « 
faſt their Sincerity, even tho? they are not free fran 
Errors: and if Men, without Conviction, or u © 
wordly Conſiderations, renounce thoſe Errors whic i © 
they Sincerely believe to be Truth, and fo recei © 
Truth into a diſhoneſt and inſincere Heart,“ 
wou'd deſire to know, whether they are more gui 
in holding fatt /izcere Errors, or in holding faſt M 
fincere Truth. The Doctor ſeems to think, that i] © 
a Man does but profeſs what he calls Orthodox Pr 
howſoever blindly, implicity, i. e. inſincerely, bei 
2 good Man: For as to his Sincerity he need n 
trouble himſelf about it, becauſe be can know nol ” 


of that but by the Right and Reaſon of the — 
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Man that runs down Sincerity at this rate, I can- 

not help thinking, gives juſt Suſpicion of his own. 

And tho' the great Truths of Religion are very 

plain in themſelves, and may eaſily be underſtood 
by the meaneſt Capacity; yet as they who have 

any Knowledge of Mankind cannot but be ſenſible, 

how even theſe great and important Truths are 

darkned by Superſtition, and even loſt amongſt 

Antichriſtian Corruptions and Errors, one cannot 

help pitying and judging favourably of thoſe, who 
ſeem to be fatally blinded by Errors receiv'd from 
Education, and impos'd by humane Authority. 
Thoſe who are thus incurably blind our Lord hath 

allow'd us to think to have no Sin (Jobn 9.41.) on 
that Account; but their Leaders and Teachers, 

who with the proud Phariſees pretend 10 ſee, as is 
there intimated, when they are really and wilfully 
ſo, but endeavour by the 
Force of Eccleſiaſtical Authority to impoſe their 


; Blindneſs upon others, their Sin cannot but remain, 
as our Saviour ſays, and be aggravated with the 
| higheſt Guilt. 


He pretends (p. 196.) “the Queſtion is not 
whether there ſhall be Creeds or no, (for all Par- 
* ties are for them under one Shape or other, and 
always will be) but who ſhall have the drawing 
of them, or who ſhall :mpoſe them We pre- 
tend not to impoſe Articles of Faith in an arbitra- 
ry Manner, or to require any implicit Belief in 
the Church : we require no Man to receive them 
for !rue becauſe they are ours, but becauſe they 


| * carry their Evidence along with them, and will 
| © bear examining.” In flat Contradiction to which 
| Pretenſes of his own he immediately adds; ** that 


the Proteſtant Churches however do determine 
** beforehand, that every Perſon upon Examination 
** 0ught to find theſe Things true, which they have 
** form'd into Creeds and Articles, as to the main 

| Things 


\ ; 
(14) 

Things at leaſt, and where is the Harm?“ The 
Harm is, that this is the very Pretenſe of the Po. 
piſi Church, their determining before hand that 
Men ought to believe (whetner they can or no) 
whatever they have form'd into Creeds or Articles, 
and that Church's Impoſition of them is founded 
on the very Preſumption which Dr. V. here adds, 
viz. (p. 197.) © thepreſuming that there are ſome 
Things ſo certain, that the Reaſon of Mankind 
* ought to ſubmit to them; and that %% Thing 
« which they have defin'd are of that Kind. As 
if the Definitions of the Church, founded en their 
Interpretation of. Scripture, were ſo certain and 
evidently true in themſelves, that a Man, upon exx 


mining them, can no more ſincerely doubt of the #3 


Truth of them, than of the Truth of Mathema. 
tical or Arithmetical Demonſtrations, to which he 
compares them, Nothing, I think, can be pleaded 
ſtronger for popiſh Eccleſiaſtical Tyranny, and Im. 
poſition upon Men's Conſciences in Matters of 
Faith, in Support of which, the Excommunication 
and barbarous Perſecutions of that Hierarchy are 
executed. If the Definitions of the Church are to 

be preſum'd as certain as Mathematical or Arith- 
metical Demonſtration, ſo that Men o, to find 
them true, and ſubmit their Conſciences to them ; 
I ſee not why the Dr. ſhow'd not ſpeak out, and 
declare them infallible : For if they were infallibl, 
they cou'd not be more certain than Mathematica 
or Arithmetical Demonſtration, which is the high- 
eſt Certainty. It is abſurd, and more like Banter 
than Argument, to pretend that there is any Dit- 
| ference between this, which he calls the Protea! 
Way, and the Popiſb Way of impoſing Creeds and 
Articles, The Papiſts ſay heir Church is infallible, 
and therefore Men ought to receive the Definitions 
of it; or to be puniſh'd with the higheſt Church 


Cenſures and Anathemas for not receiving — 
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1 (15) 
Dr. W. declares, that the Proteſtant Way of in- 
© 7o/ing, ſuppoſes their Creeds and Articles to have 
ſuch a Degree of moral Evidence to atteſt them, (p. 
198.) hat the Reaſon of Mankind ought to receive 
| hem ; that Men ought to find them as true and 
” certain as Mathematical or Arithmetical Demon- 
tration; and ought to be puniſh'd with Excommu- 
| nications, Deprivations, and every other Way that 
| the Church hath Power to puniſh them, if they 
do not ſubmit their Conſciences to them. 5 
Not conſidering the Conſequence of what he 
fad ſaid, he preſently adds; (p. 198.) © if in- 
deed the Church Governours ſhou'd happen to 
© « adminiſter Poiſon inſtead of wholeſome Food," 
KF well what then ? he is fo favourable as to fay, 
there will then be Reaſon for Complaint ; and 
jf the Charge be made good againſt them, they 
© « ought to throw ſuch Article out.” But who 
n- # ſhall make good this Charge? who dare, or ought 
of to judge againſt Church Governours? He told us 
jut before, that it is the Principle of the Proteſtant 
re (as well as it is of the Popiſh) Churches, that every 
to Perſon upon Examination ought to find theſe Things 
th. true, which they have forwd into Creeds and Ar- 
nd I {icles; becauſe (he ſays) they are in the main as true 
n; and certain, (tho they have not the ſame Kind of 
nd Evidence) as Mathematical and Arithmetical De- 
ble, monſtration: and have ſuch a Degree of moral E- 
ical vidence to atteſt them, that the Reaſon of Mankind 
| ought to receive beni. This plainly precludes all 
| Liberty of private Judgment and Conſcience ; and 
it follows hence, that we ought not to judge a- 
gainſt the Definitions of the Church, but ought to 
receive whatever is adminiſtred by it, whether 
Poiſon or wholeſom Fu od; or we ought to be de- 
priv'd of Chriſtian Communion, and to endure 
all the Conſequences of the Church's ARE. 
Theſe 
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- (16) 
Theſe, he ſays, (p. 199.) are the Powers which Chriſ 
has left with his Church, ED, 

He had civilly ſaid (p. 198.) “ our Way ſup- 
„ poſes Men ought tio examine, in order to knoy 
ce that the Doctrine propos'd [by the Church] is 
„ true: and we judge with Reaſon, that if they 
« examine with Care, and decide with [mpartia- 
„ lity, they cannot think otherwiſe of it.“ 

So then he will allow you to examine, provided 
you examine only in order to know that the 
Doctrine propos'd is rue; but you are not to 
examine, in order to know whether it be rue or not: 


for if you examine and do not find it true, then 


it follows that you have not examin'd with Care and 


| tmpartiality ; and you muſt either examine again 
till you do find it true, or be puniſh*d with Church 


Cenſures, Excommunication, &c. as an unſincere and 


immoral Man ; for that yow ought not to judge for 


yourſelf againſt the Definitions of the Church, but 
ought to examine till you find them true or receive 
them. 1 

Now this ſeems to me a more deceitful and bar: 


barous Pretenſe, to enſnare Men's Conſciences, and 
then to ruin them for judging and acting accord. 


ing to them, than even the Church of Rome itſelt 
is guilty of. She more fairly and ſincerely (how- 
ever unjuſtly) tells her Members, that they have 
no Right to examine her Doctrines at all; and 
therefore will not let them read the Scriptures, 


| becauſe as Dr. W. tells us, they ought to ſubmit 


to all her Articles and Definitions, as being as rue 
and ceriain as Mathematical or Arithmetical De. 


monſtration. She does indeed (as the Dr. wou'd 


p. 198.) allow a few, who are capable (by their 
Superſtition, Bigotry, or ſomething worſe) 1 exami 
in order to know that her Doctrine is undoubtedly 
true, that they may have oenething to ſay again 


Oppoſers; and may pretend, at leaſt, that their Do- 
| a inne 
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( 17) 


grine will bear Examination : But as it is there at 


Mens utmoſt Peril, either with or without Exami- 
nation, not to know the Church's Doctrine to be iz- 
/allibly true; fo Dr. M. thinks it ought to be here 


at Mens utmoſt Peril likewiſe, if, after they are 
© encouraged to examine, they do not know the 
E Church's Doctrine to be cer/ainly true, as certainly 


ſo as Mathematical or Arithmetical Demonſtration. 


And this Dominion over the Faith and Con- 


© ſciences of Chriſtians, they have (he thinks) a Right 
io claim, in oppoſition to St. Paul's plain and 
© expreſs Declaration in Reſpect of himſelf and 
other Preachers of the Goſpel, that they had not Do- 
ninion over Mens Faith. (2 Cor. 1. 24.) This Text, 
he ſays (Y. 200.) is of obſcure Meaning; and pre- 
© tends as if he knew not what to make of it. But 
had it been ſaid that the Church, or Church Gover- 
nours, had Dominion over Mens Faith, the Text 
with him would have been as clear as Light; and 
any one that ſhou'd have ſcrupled his Senſe of 
it, wou'd have been charg'd by him as guilty of 
heretical Pravity. The Senſe of the Text is plain 
enough. The Apoſtle told them, (v. 13.) that he 
wrote none other Things to them, than what they had 
read or acknowledg'd to be the Doctrine of Feſts 
| Chriſt the Son of God, who was preach'd among them 
y bim, and Silvanus, and Timothens, (v. 19.) this 
was the Faith in which, he tells them, (v. 24.) 
bey flood; and therefore in reſpect of their Faith, 
he ſays, he had no Dominion over them, either to 
alter or over- rule it; in this they had no Lord 
or Maſter, but Chriſt the Author and Revealer of 
their Faith, and Ruler of their Conſcience : and 
He, and the other Preachers of the Goſpel, who 


vere the Declarers of this Faith, were the /elpers 
and Promoters of their Foy and Conſolation, in 


receiving and ſtanding firm in the Faith and Do- 


Urine of Chriſt, Therefore (v. 23.) he calls God 
| D to 


pected, was merely out of Tenderntſs and 10 ſpare 1 


that, upon his mere Authority, they ought to believe 


convinced, and had acknowledg'd, to be the Tru 
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to witneſs, that his not coming to them, as was ex- 


C 
them, who ſtood in Need of Reproof on Account! | 
of ſome Diviſions that were amongſt them: t © 
that he had Dominion over their Faith, or that, when! 
he ſhould come amongſt them, he did expect! © 


or receive any Thing as the Doctrine of Chriſt, or Þ | 
as an Article of their Faith, but what he had be- Þ * 


fore, by the Inſpiration and Power of the Holy Þ  * 


Ghoſt, preach'd unto them, and which they were 0 


of Jeſus Chriſt. þ 

And if St. Paul renounc'd all Claim and Right Þ © 
by his mere Authority (tho an Apoſtle of Chrift) ! " 
to impoſe any Thing as Articles of Faith, or a1 


Rule of Conſcience, but what he had firſt prov'd, Þ 0 
by the Power and Inſpiration of the Holy Ghoſt, 
to be the Doctrine of the Scriptures, and the re. N 
veal'd Will of God by Chriſt; and had convinc'd Þ f 


thoſe to whom he preach'd of the Truth of it; 1 
cannot be Right, or become any Men, to claim * 

ſuch an Authority, who are not only uninſpird 
and fallible, but often have, and always may have, * 
worldly Views and Intereſts to ſerve by ſuch a Po-. 
er over the Faith and Conſciences of Men. And e 
the Bereans are commended (Acts 17. v. 11.) as be. 
Ing of ingenuous, free, and unprejudic'd Diſpoſition Þ 
(which is the Import of the Word, render'd 0, 
in attending with al! Readineſs to the Word which 
Paul and Silas preach'd to them; and in believing 
it, after they had ſearch'd the Scriptures, and found 
it confirm'd by them. e 
The Church then (any Authority of which in 
Matters of Faith and Conſcience is never men 
tion'd in the Scriptures, nor are we ever com · 
manded there to receive the Doctrine of the Church 
Can only have an Authority to propoſe the 2 
| Ile 


* Arine of Chriſt, declar'd in the Scriptures as a 
* Rule of Faith and Conſcience to thoſe who are 
convinc'd of the Truth of them; and to inſtruct 
tts Members in the great and important Points 
of Religion, which are contain'd in them. And as 
t all ought to have the ingenuous, free, and unpreju- 


died Diſpoſitions of the Bereans, in attending with 


a Readineſs to the Word preach'd to them, which 


| i able to make them wiſe unto Salvation; ſo they 
ly | ought, with them, to have the Liberty of ſearching 
5 the Scriptures, in order to know and be convinc'd 
ch 


fore they receive or believe it; and to aſſent to it 
or diſſent from it accordingly with Impunity, and 


lt) without Force or Compulſion of their Conſciences 
* by any pretended Human Authority over them. 
1 


One might have hop'd, that the Proteſtant Prin- 
ſt ciple of the ſole Authority of Scripture as the 
1e. Rule of Chriſtian Faith, in Oppoſition to any Claim 
of humane Dominion over it, had been ſufficiently 
1 underſtood and univerſally receiv'd, fo as not to 
ain be capable of Diſpute, amongſt Proteſtants, _ 

may | Confounded, as it were, with the Force of Truth 
We he ſays (p. 200.) © the Proteſtant Churches claim 
no more than a directive or inſtructive Power 
And gyer Mens Faith or Conſciences.” So far good; 
be. but he adds, Church Cenſure and Diſcipline affect 
tom the overt Acts, the Speaking, Writing, Teaching, 


are accountable to the Church, as much as other 
Kind of Offenders are accountable to the State.“ 
The Church, he ſays, claims no farther Power 
over Mens Faith than what is ftrufive; very 
Well; to be {ure it has no farther Right or Power. 
mel: gut that we may not think ourſelves the better for 
com any Conceſſion of his, he takes Care to let us 
urch now, that he means nothing like what he ſays; 
"Wor his meaning only is, that the Church claims not 


&rine D 2 to 


whether the Doctrine propos'd is true or not, be- 


perverſe Things; — for which (p. 201.) they 


3 : l 25 * — yawn = * 
. —•.,— , —— IA ES 7 AN 
— — Pberey-ns . > 

— - — - - — — 1 Ss 


— — 


—̃̃ eo cer e ern IIS—— 


—— — 


| 
| 
1 
1 
tt 
14 
If 
| 
; 
. 
ö 
i 


(20) 


to be a Searcher of Hearts, and not being ſo, 
it cannot know whether its Inſtructions and Doc. 


trines are receiv'd and believ'd or not, and fo long 


as Men keep their Thoughts private to themſelves, 
they are out of the Reach of the Church's Cenſurt 
But if the Church knew Mens inward Thought, 


then he wou'd plead for a Right in her to cenſure 


and puniſh them, for not believing what it is im- 
poſſible for them to believe; becauſe, he fays, 
Men ought not to judge againſt her Definitions, 
they ought to know her Doctrine to be true. 

Was the Dy. ſincere in ſaying the Church! 
Power is meerly inſtructive, he ought, in Conſe. 
quence and Conſiſtency with himſelf, to plead that 


the Church has no Right to go farther than merely 


to inſtru# her Members, by propoſing to them what 
ſhe judges to be the Chriſtian Doctrine ; and that 
inſtead of inſtructiug, ſhe lords it over God's Heri. 
tage, contrary to the Apoſtolic Ordinance (1 Pt; 


5. 3.) when ſhe requires any of her Members to 
make a declared Profeſſion of her Doctrines, not 


expreſly contain'd in the Scriptures ; and demand; 


the Submiſſion of their Faith and Conſciences t 


her fallible Definitions; and inſiſts that they ought 


to receive them, and examine them only, in order 11 


know that they are true; but not in any wiſe to doubt 
of them, or differ from them, under Pain of incur- 


ing her ſevereſt Cenſures upon every overt AF of 
ſpeaking, writing, teaching otherwiſe, which can- 
not but be (according to Dr. J.) ſpeaking, writing, 
teaching, perverſe Things, howſoever true in them. 
felves, or agreeable to Scripture, if they agree not 
with what ſhe has defermin'd beforehand, that every 
Perſon ought to find true, All Claim of this Kind 


of Authority to impoſe, and cenſure for not ſub- 


mitting to her Impoſitions, he ought to give up 
and plead againft as inconſiſtent with the Office and 
| : | — 
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| Truſt committed to her, which, he owns, is uo more 
ban a directive or inſtructive Power over Mens 
Faith and Confciences, But to allow that the Church's 
| Power is merely iuſtructive, and with the ſame 
| Breath to affirm, that ſhe has Power to cenſure and 


puniſh every overt Az of leaching, &c. tho Men 


each nothing but that which they are perſuaded may 
| |; concluded and prov'd by the Scripture (which is the 
| Promiſe requir'd of, and made by, every Prieſt at 
© his Ordination) this is ſuch an inconſiſtent and arbi- 
| trary Power of inſtructing, as is fit only for a Popiſh 
Advocate of a Popiſh Church to claim. 


The Reaſon which the Dr. gives for the Claim 


| if this Dominion over Mens Faith, is as truly a 
E Popiſh Reaſon as can be given. He ſays (p. 201.) 
can any Man claim a Right of perverting (ſo he 
calls reaching out of the Scriptures) his Fellow- 
| * Chriſtians, as he pleaſes, and at the ſame Time 
| © deny others a Right of doing what in them 
| © lies, to preſerve their People from falling into 
| © the Snares laid for them? Shall they not be 
| © permitted to make Uſe of thoſe ſpiritual Powers, 
| © which God has put into their Hands? There- 
fore [N. B.] let the Adverſaries be content to 
| © keep their Thoughts to themſelves, and then 
% Body can have Dominion over their Faith at 
all.“ No thanks to the Church then for that, 
according to the Dr. but to God only, who has 
not put it into the Church's Power to know Mens 
Hearts. But is not this Popiſb Orthodoxy in Per- 
fection? The Dr's Complaint is, that if the Ad- 
verſaries of his Notion claim a Right, as Chriſti- 
uns and Teachers of God's Word, to declare what 
| they believe and can prove to be the true Chri- 
ſtian Doctrine; if they claim (as they are in Duty 
to the Church, as well as to Chriſt the Head of it, 
| bound) to teach and inſtruct their Fellow-Chriſti- 
ans in the Knowledge of God's reveal'd Truth ; 


and 


622) 
and if, as they promis'd the Church at their Ou. 
nation, they are ready, With all faithful Diligence, i | 
baniſh and drive away all erronzous and ſtrauge I; 
frrines contrary to God's Word; if they thus d 

their Duty to Ges and the Church, and are fo hay 
py as to convince many of their Chriſtian Brethre, 
by Reaſon and Argument out of the Scriptures 
ſhall Dr. I. on the other Hand be deny'd a Right 
(inſtead of Reaſon and Argument out of the Scrip. 
tures, and in Oppoſition to theſe ſpiritual W/eapori,n 
uſe his carnal Weapons ; to do what in him lies, by 
calling out for Excommunications, Deprivations & 
not to convince but to puniſh all whodo not agre: 
to, or who dare to oppoſe, his Doctrine, how con: 
trary ſoever it be to Scripture and Reaſon ? There. 
fore I might juſtly return his Coinpliment, and ai 
him, © with what 4odz/ty, Decency, or Conjiſten, 
does he claim a Right of preverting his Fellow. 
„ Chriſtians, as he pleaſcs,” by ſuch high and ar 
rogant Pretenſes of Dominion over their Faith, 
if he was more than a2 Av9gle ; endeavouring by 
the Force of Church Cenſures, which he thinks he 
ought to have at command, and to throw ou: 
at pleaſure, to pervert and frighten his Fellow. 
Chrittizns from embracing the Truth of Scripture; 
and at the fame Time deny others a Right, which 
is the common undoubted Right of all Chriſtians 
equally, to juage for tbemſelves (ſince no others are 
qualify*d to judge farther) in Matters of Faith and 
Religion; and alſo by Chriſtian Inſtruction, with 
Reaſon and Argument out of the Scriptures, tv 
do what in them lies to preſerve their Chriſtian Bre- 
thren from falling into dangerous Errors, or being 
infected with Antichriſtian Doctrine? what Pre. 
ſumption is it in him to call upon rhe Church to 
eſpouſe his Errors, which his Adverſaries have 
more Reaſon to call upon it to cenſure and con- 


demn, as being moſt oppoſite to thoſe Scopus 
whic 


4 
2 (#4 ] 
| which the Church has declar'd to be the Rule of 
E reveal'd Truth? He did not learn of the Church 
bs Method of preventing what he may think to 
3 de Error: At his Ordina ion he promis'd the Church, 
i inſtruct out of the Scriptures th: People committed 
o bis Charge; and to form his own Faith and Doc- 
nine by that Rule; and he was then exhorted by the 
E Church, continually to pray to God the Father, 55 the 
5 | Mediation of our only Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, for the Hea- 
E -eily Aliſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, This is a truly 
Þ riprural and primitive Exhortation and Form of 
E Worſhip, of which the Dr, ſtands very much in 
Need of being reminded : and if he laid to Heart 
Wits Ordination-Promiſe and Duty, as a faithful Paſ- 
tor, to inſtruct his Fellow-Chriſtians in this Worſhip | 
* God taught by the Church out of the Scriptures, 
and not to talk ſo fooliſhly, like a Spaniſh Pro- 
-incial, of Anathemas, Excommunications, Depriva- 
= &c. to propagate by mere human Authority, 
bolaftic Abſurdities and Contradictions inſtead of 
E S:ripture-Do@rine, he wou'd appear both a more 
reaſonable Man, and better Chriſtian, than he now) 
ſeems to be. 
| To give the Sum of this matter: if there is a 
kight at all of private Judgment in Matters of 
ch | Futh and Religion, (and if there is not, Popery is 
the unavoidable Conſequence) it follows neceſ⸗ 
þlarily, that there is a Right to declare this Judg- 
nd ment by ſpeaking, writing, &c; otherwiſe it is @ 
f Agb: and no Right, which is a Contradiction. If 
ay one thinks that what another teaches, as his Senſe 
te. ol Religion or Scripture, is erroneous, he has Liberty 
5 to refuſe Aſſent to it, and ſo it can do him no 
* Harm; if he aſſents to it, thinking it Truth when 
2 indeed it is Error, it can ſtill do him no more 
ave Harm than he does himſelf in miſtaking the Senſe 
Kt bof Scripture in any other Point; i. e. it can do 
res, lim no real Harm at all: God requiring us, in 
ich ns Matters 
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Diſcouragements, or by any Thing which the 


(24 
Matters of Belief, not to be iifallible, but only 
to be Sincere in our Enquiries after the Truth «f 
what he has reveal'd to us. In fundamental Points 
ſincere Men are in no Danger of erring, tho 


Churches are; have err'd, and do groſly err, and, 


what is worſe, impoſe their Errors for divine Truths 
*Tis exactly the ſame in civil Matters. If I have 
a Right to judge for myſelf, in Relation to my 
civil Property and Liberty, I have a Right t 
ſpeak and write in Defenſe of this Property and 
Liberty; and alſo a Right, in Conjunction with 


others, to oppoſe the Invaders of them. There. 


fore, as the Subjects of a State have a Right, by 


Overt Afﬀs, to maintain their Civil Liberty and 


Property againſt all arbitrary and tyrannical Pon. 
er, by uniting to reform it, or, if that cannot be 
done, to deſtroy it; fo the Members of the Church 
of Chriſt have a Right to maintain that private 
Judgment which they juſtly claim, independent 
of all Eccleſiaſtical Power, in Matters of Fail 
and Religion, by the Overt As of preaching 


writing, and teaching, what they ſincerely believe 
to be the Doctrine and Truth of God's revea[Pd 


Will; and to unite in Order to reform, or, if ir- 
reformable, to aboliſh and deſtroy all Eccleſiaſt. 


cal Authority, uſurping Dominion over their Fa 


and Conſciences, 

This Aſſertion of Chriſtian Liberty is the 
Ground of the Proteſtant Reformation; as on 
the contrary, our Author's Notion is the Ground 
of Popiſh Superſtition and Tyranny, and is im- 
mediately deſtructive of all true Religion. 

Let a Man then do what lawfully he can, by 
teaching or writing, to propagate Truth, and pre- 
ſerve his Fellow-Chriſtians from falling into un. 
chriſtian Errors: but let no Man, or Body cf 
Men, endeavour to force, by civil Penalties ot 


may 


; ( 25 ) | 
may think to ſanctify by the Name of /p:ritual 
power, the Definitions of their fallible Judgment 
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for a Rule of Faith. If they do, the Members 
of the Chriſtian Church, who may in Judgment 
„differ from them, have the ſame Right to inflict 
cenſures upon them, and, when they have Pow- 
er, to lay them under Civil Diſcouragements, De- 
1 WE privations, or Incapacities, as any Church ſo call'd 
has, or can have, to inflict upon them. 

(WF The pretended Difference in the Caſe of one 
having Tyuth on their ſide, and the other being in 
Error, which this Author alledges (p. 203.) is all 
1 MW Fallacy, weak and abſurd. For as both Sides with 
1 WF reſpect to themſelves, are equally Judges of what 
WW is 774th and Error, both equally right, and equally 
x WW /alible, the one can have no better Claim to im- 
h WW poſe their Definitions and Doctrines than the 
te other: Nothing can be more evident. And no- 
thing remains for this Author to ſay, but in plain 
Terms to tell us, what is covertly maintain'd all 
7, WW through his Book, that the Claims of Popery 
ve are a juſt Right over Mens Faith and Conſcience, 
d which Chriſt has given the Church; and that we 
r- W ought to ſubmit to them; that if the Church ad- 
H. WW miniſters Poiſon inſtead of wholeſom Food or Do- 


| Grine, we may be allow'd to complain, like thoſe 
who by a tyrannical Power are forc'd to drink 


and ought ; becauſe, he ſays (7. 196, 197.) we ought 
wt to judge againſt the Doctrine of the Church, 
His Allegations from Scripture, for the Claim of 


Y WE Purpoſe. The Heretics whom the Apoſtles de- 
e- ¶ clar'd excommunicated from the Church of Chriſt, 


n. or order'd Chriſtian Aſſemblies to reject from their 


ol WM Communion, were all ſuch as deny'd or acted 


o! WF contrary to the expreſs Doctrine of Chriſt in Points 


© of the greateſt Importance, and whom the Apoſtles 
——__ E 9 
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| down a deadly Draught, but drink it we muſt. 


| Dominion over Mens Faith, are all foreign to his 
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( 26 U | ES 
infallibly knew did ſo. They were ſuch as either £ th 


deny'd Chriſl*s coming in the Fleſh, the Reſurrt. S. 
ction of the Dead and a future Fudgment ; or ſuch ©! 
as allow'd of Fornication, and of honouring 1ds/; lib 
by eating Things offer'd to them, And none were 1 % 


accounted Heretics with Reſpect to the Divinity of N 
Chriſt, but the impure, prophane, and impious th 
Gnoſtics, the Followers of Simon Magus; ſome df bu 
whom (the Cerinthians) deny'd Chriſt, the divine © 
Word and Son of God, to be paſſible, or to have | ©) 
really ſuffer'd for the Sins of Mankind; aſcribing i O 
his Sufferings to his mere human Nature, or w © 
the Man Jeſus, as this Author knows who do: be 
others held three unoriginated neceſſarily-exiſten | thi 
Perſons , in point-blank Oppoſition to the Unity i "WL 
God, the one God and Father of all, This was an 
Hereſy and Impiety both againſt natura! and re. | do 
veal'd Religion; this was a flat Denial of be on i tlc 
Lord God: yet this is the darling Notion which A 
this Author eſpouſes for Orthodoxy, with ſo much ſec 
Wrath and Uncharitableneſs, as if he was pol i 
ſeſs' d with ſome of that old Heretic's Spirit, and by 
vas in the Gall of Bitterneſs, and Bond of Iniquii 
(4858. 23.) But the Notion, which this Au: this 
thor perpetually ſtiles by the invidious Name of 3 
Arian, i. e. the Doctrine of the Subordination of and 
the Son of God to the one God and Father of al, 


and who is his God, and Greater than He, is ſo d 
far from being concemn'd as Hereſy, that it is the tar 
very Doctrine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, inculcated WM and 
in more than a Thouſand Places of Scripture. be | 

Let then every Church (tho not infallible s * 


the Apoſtles were) endeavour to follow tbel ſe 
Example in rejecting thoſe, only as Hererics, fron We 
her Favour or Communion, who either by Im. 
moraliry of Life, or by wicked Error, contradit i 


* Tec a raf & de,. Conſt, Apoſt. lib. 5, c. 19 
edit, Cot, TW AIRY ö 


the 


0 


* Weveal'd Will, and, as ſuch, ſufficiently plain in it- 
Fo elf in all important fundamental Articles, and 


þ „ 
the plain expreſs Doctrine of the Goſpel; this is 
.. Paul's Rule, Rom. 16. 17. Let the Defini- 


tions of Chriſt and his Apoſtles (not thoſe of fal- 
ble Men) be the Rule to try every Doctrine 


| whether it be (not of the Church, but) of God. 
Whatever Chriſtian oppoſes, by teaching or o- 
| therwiſe, this Rule of Faith, oppoſeth not Man 
but God; and in ſo doing is an Apoſtate, and 
cannot be ſincere; on which Account St. Paul 
ſays an Heretic is ſelfcondemmn'd, Tit. 3. 11. and fo 
ought to be rejected from the Communion of 


E Chriſtians. And none are in ſo. much Danger of 
being Heretics in a Scripture-ſenſe, and incurring | 


the Anathemas there denounc'd againſt them, as 
E they are, who blindly following the Dictates of 
falllble or worldly Men as their Rule of Faith, 
do, as St. Paul did in his unconverted State, 


and by exciting Church Cenſures againſt it per- 
ſecute, as he did, the true Profeſſors of it. 
| How many have made ſhipwreck of their Faith 


but as it is certain, that the whole Scheme of 
this Author's Orthodoxy has no better Ground, 
he wou'd do well (if he is not incurably blind 
and infatuated) to conſider whether, in his own 


Account of Hereſy, he is not highly guilty of 
it, and ought to be rejected out of that Chri- 


ſtan Communion, as a Teacher of falſe Doctrine, 
and a Deluder of his weak Brethren, out of which 
he is ſo zealous for ejecting others. 

The Point plainly is, which he wou'd ſeem to 
debate in his Way (p. 210—215.) if the Scrip- 
ture is a Rule of Faith in all Matters of God's 


ands not in Need of an Interpreter, the Senſe 
of whoſe Words, in neceſſary Points of Faith and 
f 3 =: Religion, 
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ict againſt the Pricks, deny the Faith of Chriſt, 


| by relying on this Foundation, I need not fay ; 
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and to avoid Perſecution from Pagan Tyranny 
and Superſtition, perverted and deny'd this Faith, 


Fathers of the Church, in the firſt and purel 


| Creeds beyond the Bounds of Scripture ; or v 


7 (28) 

Religion, cannot be clearer and eaſier to be un. 
derſtood than thoſe of the Holy Ghoſt in the 
Scriptures themſelves ; it hence undeniably follows 
that the Chriſtian Church cannot better conſul: 
the Honour of Chriſt, and of true Religion, and 
the Happineſs and Peace of all its Member, 
than by propoſing its Creed, Confeſſions, Arlich 
of Faith, and Forms of Worſhip, in the Words and 
Forms of Scripture. Hereby the Church cu 
incur no Danger of Error on its own Par, 
and all the Members of it will be free in ther 
Conſciences, and cannot offend or deſerve Cen. 
ſure, but by departing from the Faith deliver'd 
by Chriſt and his Apoſtles to the Saints, . 
Profeſſors of Chriſtianity. „ 

Men may, indeed, and have, for worldly End 


and have been juſtly rejected by the Church io 
ſo doing, as Heretics and Apoſtates. But till the 


Ages of jt, never ventur'd to enlarge thet 
expreſs their Faith in Terms of Philoſophy and 


human Invention; being ſo wiſe, as well as i! 
as to know, that they cou'd not better expreb 


the Truth of God, than in the Terms of ü? bir 
Word. And it may, I hope, be faid agree} 0 
bly to their Sentiments without Offenſe, that the 45 
Senſe of the Articles of particular Churches, of 


which are mere Interpretations of Scripture, hal 
been, and 1s, and, probably, always will be hat 
der to underſtand, and be more liable to be di- 5, 
puted, than the Doctrines of Scripture form'd i t 
Scripture-Terms, and relating to all importaiſſ On 


Points of the Chriſt ian Faith are, or are like to be l 
A remarkable Inſtance of the Truth of what ,,; 


ſaid, is a Point which gur Author ſeems to f 4 
5 great | 


629) 


greater Streſs upon, than on the whole Seripture. 


| The Council of Nice (on whoſe Definitions, Dr. V. 


retends, what he calls Orthodoxy, and the Doctrine 


of the Trinity, is founded) expreſs'd the Doctrine 
of the Scripture and the Church, concerning the 
Fon's being the only begotten of the Father, the Image 
f the inviſible God, the Brightneſs of his Glory, and 
© the expreſs Image of his Perſon, this Similitude they ex- 


preſs d and defin*d by the Word (ducbcioc) conſubſtan- 


fal; which, literally taken, means more than a bare 
t Similitude (tho they meant no more by it) and may 
be underſtood, either of the Father and Son being 
of one ſpecific Subſtance, in the, T; ritheiſtic Senſe 3 or 
| elſe of one individual Subſtance, in the Sabellian Senſe. 
E Now this was denoting, what was ſufficiently clear 
nin the Words of Scripture, by a philoſophical Term, 
| whoſe Senſe was very liable to be diſputed ; and, 
E accordingly, ſoon became matter of great Contro- 
verſy and Contention in the Church, *Tis true, the 
Council immediately explain'd what is meant by 
the Word Conſubſtantial, viz. that the Son was not 
| Conſubſtantial by Diviſion of the Father”s Subſtance 
| (as the Word literally imply*d) but that the Word 
denoted, * that there was no Similitude betwixt the Son 
and thoſe Creatures which were made by him; but that 
| ve was altogether like unto the Father only who begat 
bim. Athanaſius F himſelf owns this was the Senſe 
of the Nicene Council; and ſo does the Council of 
| Anticch, j under Jovian, in like Manner underſtand 
| it, This Senſe of the Word was harmleſs in itſelf; 
and had this Explication, which, upon Euſebius of 


* Euſeb. Ceſar, Epiſt. apud Theod. Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 1, c. 12. & 


Socrat. lib. 1. c. 8. 
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Cæſarea's Propoſal, was agreed to by the Men : | 


Council, always gone along with it, great and fs. 


tal Diſputes might have been prevented. Zut the 


unſcriptural Word Conſubſtantial being put into: ; 
Confeſſion of Faith, and ſeemingly authoriz'd by ; 


great and eminent Synod (tho never intended by 


it to be profeſs'd as the common Faith of Chr. 2 


ſtians) they who were Lovers of Strife and Con. 
tention, more than Lovers of Truth and Charity, 


immediately fell a quarrelling about a Metapbyſica 3 
Term, and laid a greater ſtreſs upon it, tha iſ 
upon all the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith: one 


Party underſtanding it in the Sabellian Senſe of be. 
ing one individual Subſtance, and fo, that the Father 


and Son were the ſame Being, Perſon, Agent, or God: E 


The other Party, on the direct contrary, under. 


ſtanding it to mean the /ame ſpecific Subſtance, in 


the Senſe of Trithei/m or Ditheiſm, which made the 
Father and Son two diſtinct conſubſtantial Being, 
Perſons, Agents, or Gods: both equally deſtroying 
the true Divinity of Chriſt, the Son of God, the 
one by confounding his Per/on with the Father, the 
other by dividing the Subſtance of the one God 

Yet both theſe Parties, oppoſite as they were 
both to Truth, and to one another, had that good 
Opinion of themſelves, as to ftile themſelves O-. 


thodlox; and both agreed (tho Heretics to each 


other) to brand, with the Name of Hereſy, thoſe 


who held the true catholic and primitive Faith, 


which was the Mean between the Hereſies of Sabel 
lianiſm and Tritheiſm held by theſe Parties. Thele, 
for Diſtinction's ſake, I may call Euſebians, who, 


agreeably to Scripture, the unanimous Senſe of the 
antient Church, as expreſs'd in all their“ Creeds 


and 


* Vide Symb. Baptiſm. apud Apoſt. Conſt, lib; 7. c. 41. Vin. 
lib, 1. c. 2. lib. 3. c. 4. Tertul. de veland, Virgin. e 2 
= 1 th 


da Writings, and of the Niceze Council itſelf, 
declared their Faith in the one only true God, who 
vas the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; that the 
| Son was the moſt perfect Likeneſs of the Father, 
who begat or produc'd him by kis Vill and Power, 
before all Worlds; that he was truly God, by the 
Exerciſe of a true divine Power and Dominion in 
the Creation of the World, and in the Government 
ok the Church communicated to him from God 
the Father, and executed in Subordination and Obe- 
dience to his ſovereign Command, Will and Appoint- 
nent, who alone is the Original of all Power and 
Dominion, and alone the ſupreme God over all 
and above all, and greater than the Son, as he him- 
ſelf hath declar d, John 14. 28, 
This primitive Scripture-doctrine diftinguiſt'd 
the Perſons of the Father and the Son, in Op 
| ſition to Sabellianiſm, or thoſe who held the Sub- 
| farce of the Son to be the Subſtance of the Father ; 
and alſo preſerv'd the Unity of God, in the unori- 
| ginated Perſon of the one ; God and Father of all, 
| in Oppoſition to Tr:ithei/m, or thoſe who held the 
| CiſtinCt Beings, Subſtances, or Perſons, of the Fa- 
re ber and Son to be equal in Nature, Dominion and 
d Power: and this was the Doctrine which generally 
* | prevail'd, and had the Sanction of the moſt nu- 
ch merous and eminent F Councils of the Church, 
iſe even in its corrupt State in the fourth Century. 
th, But as the Leaven of Superſtition and Popery 
of peocreas'd, and by Degrees prevail'd, the Tritheiſtic 


1 13, 14. & ade, Prax, c. 2. Symb, Lucian. Martyr. “ 
Zuſeb. Caſe apud Socrat, Hiſt. lib. 1. c. 8. & Theodoret. lib I. 
e. 12, Symb. etiam Nicen. & Cyr. Hieroſol. 

t Vide Diſſert. Prev. ad Novat. edit. Jackſon. p. 67 —70. & 
Ag ejuſd. in Novat. p. 375378. & p. 387—391- and the 
true Narrative in Anſwer to Berriman' H,. Account of the 
ſin, p. 92==110, 
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an Innovation, ſmall in Appearance, and withou 
any bad Meaning or Deſign at the firſt, once mad: 
in the Chriſtian Faith, ſpread like a Canker, ti! 


it: And Men having once departed from the Forn 


they follow'd fallible human Judgment (diredd 4 


God the Father, as if the Subſtance of God wi 


(432) 


Trinitarian Notion gain'd Ground, and eſtabliſh'd it 
ſelf by Perſecution and temporal Power: the May if 
Sin grew up with it, and handed it down, from Age 
to Age, with many Superſtitions, idolatrous, peſti. 
lent, and immoral Hereſies, with which, as with Lo. 
cuſts, the whole Church was overſpread, and the 
very Vitals of true Religion eaten up. And thy 


every Part of the Chriſtian Faith was corrupted bj 


of ſound and Scripture-words, there was no En 
of their Wanderings, when, inſtead of Scripture, 
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too often by Paſſion and worldly Intereſt) as the 
Guide. e „„ 8 
The foregoing Obſervations, made to ſhew t 5 
the Scripture is the beſt and cleareſt Guide in al C 
Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, and eaſter to h © 

1 E a = 4 
underſtood, in all important and fundamental Points MW . 
of Belief, than the beſt human Forms and Inte g, 
pretations are, were neceſſary, on Account that th: 7 


ſame Deluſions and Errors, which prevail'd in the 
former Ages of the Church, by miſunderſtanding 
human Forms, and building falſe Doctrines on tle 


3 


pretended, but miſtaken or corrupted, Senſe « + ,1 
the Church, have ſeiz'd and been propagated u a 
our Times. 5 | FS 
To mention once more the precedent Inftance i ,,, 
the Word [085g] Conſubſtantial, or being of MW 


Subſtance. From the Sound of the Word, one migit 
be apt to think that the Council of Nice intended 
to teach, that the Son was, in a ſtrict Metaphyſia 
Senſe, the ſame ſpecific uncriginated Subſtance wil 


divided into two Perſons or Subſtances, or the 80 


was an undivided, but really diſtin& Part 2 5 
1 


dgubſtance of God the Father; this is the literal 
FSenſe of the Word, but far enough from the Senſe 
of the Council of Nice, as hath been ſhewn. Yet 
à Perſon unskill'd in Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, or 
© who never read or underſtood the Hiſtory of that 
Council, will eaſily and naturally conclude that to 


the groſs Error of thinking God the Father and 
and the Son to be 7wo unoriginated Perſons, Beings, 
or Gods, becauſe of the ſame Kind of Subſtance in 
both: it being impoſſible, as to conceive the Sub- 
| ſtance of the one God the Father to be other 
than unoriginated, ſo to conceive the Subſtance of 
the Son, if the ſame in Kind with the Subſtance 
of the Father, to be other than «noriginated allo ; 
to ſuppoſe the ſame Subſtance in Kind originated 
and unoriginated being a moſt flagrant Contradi- 
cition; and not leſs fo than to ſuppoſe the /ame 
individual, or undivided, Subſtance to be originated 
and unoriginated. Indeed, as I have obſery'd, if 


I ſtand the Hiſtory of the NMicene Council, he will 


Conſubſtantial, than to expreſs their Senſe, that 
the Son was not like to the Creatures which God 
© made by Him, but was in all Things lite unto 
Ide Father: or as Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, 
who occaſion'd the meeting of the Meene Coun- 
cil, declar'd his Senſe, ® that the only-begotten Son 
FE was a middle Nature betwixt the unbegotten Fa- 
tber, and the Creatures which God made By Him. 
The Council took Care to diſclaim the literal 
= Metaphyſical Senſe of the Word, which imply'd 
A Diviſion of the Subſtance of God; on which 
Account it had, about ſixty Years before the 


Alex. Eoiſt apud Theodoret. Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 1. c. 4. 
E and 


be the Senſe of the Council, and fo be miſled into 


a Man has Learning enough to read and under- 


find they meant nothing more by the Word 


Council of Nice, after mature Debate been rejected 
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(34) 
and condemn'd by the Council of“ Antioch, as 4 
Word of ill meaning, and deſtroying the Unit, 
of God. And for the like reaſon, after many 
Struggles pro and con about it for above thirty 
Years after the Nicene Synod, it was finally re. 
jected, and ſtruck out of the Creed, by a Cour- 
cil of above five hundred Biſhops of the Eaſtern 
and Weſtern Church, met together at Ariminun 
and Seleucia. The Sentence of the Synod was f; 
« as to the Term Subſtance, which in Simplicity 
% was us'd by the [Nicene] Fathers, but being not 
<* underſtood by the People gave Offence to them; 
ce and becauſe alſo it is not to be found in Scripture, 


„ jt is decreed, that it ſhall be wholly laid aſide, 
„ and no mention be made of it for the future.— 


« But we affirm, that the Son is lie unto the Fs. 
< ther, as the divine Scriptures expreſly teach.” 
This is the Account of Athanaſins; and Ferom x 
grees to it, and adds, “ that the Biſhops ther: 
«© did not regard the Word, ſo long as the Sent 
6 of it was preſerv*d.” This Senſe the Counci 
declar*d to be, “that the Son was LIKE unto the 
„ Father: which indeed, as I have ſhewn, wi 


the Senſe of the Nicene Council). 


As there never was a greater or wiſer Council a 
learned and pious Biſhops, aſſembled in the Chr. 
{tian Church, than this laſt mention'd, ſo their 
Example cannot but be highly worthy of Imitz 
tion, for the Preſervation of Chriſtian Peace and 


* See the true Narrative againſt Dr. Berriman's Hiſt, of th 
Trinity, p. 30-4444. 5 i 

F T3 os bene Ths ss d m dmTAErEegv ems of MIt 
200, ayvozueroy Ns THs Mavis ordvdancy Eggs, dubſe wil 
&l YEuP4I TETO me X wow, ie Therdien) uu ar x} may[enos ji 
Sertiay winulw Ts A, Yizelar —— OMOION de Aa 
1 Talet & yov ds N at Wear yeapai X) aud eu- 
Athanaſ. de Sy nod. Arim. & Seleuc. | 
I Non erat curæ Epiſcopis de yocabulo, cum ſenſus eſſet it 
into, Hieron, adv, Lucifer, ; Dh ol Ol 


Charity; 


E „ 
Charity; eſpecially, ſince not only as bad, but a 
far worſe Senſe has been put upon the Word, and 
inſiſted upon by the modern Impugners of the primi- 
tive and Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity, than 
vas done at that Time, when the whole Eaſtern 
and Weſtern Church, in Conjunction, agreed to lay 
tit aſide, and to obliterate the Memory of it for 
eier. 
The plain and expreſs Doctrine of Scripture, and 
me unanimous declar'd Senſe of the primitive An- 
LFaicene Church, had yet ſuch an Awe over moſt of 
the A banaſian Party, that, in the Innovations which 
they had made in the Chriſt ian Faith, they durſt 
not deny, but that the Father alone, as being 2uori- 
E cinated, was the one ſupreme God over all; they durſt 
not venture to affirm, that the So (and much leſs 
that the Spirit) was [6 beds TavToHpaTwp, 6 Geog 2 
aun] the one ſupreme God, the one God of the Uni- 
verſe and over all; or that he was equal to the Fa- 
iber in Dominion and Authority, Athanaſius himſelf 
acknowledg'd, that, in the Creation of the World, 
the Son acted in Obedience to the Mill and Com- 
nand of God the Father; and that he, the Son, be- 
| of Wing the Sender of the Holy Ghoſt, was * Greater 
hr. than He. F 
eit But our modern Metaphyſical Trinitarians, as 
it if they were wiſer than Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 
and Hand the whole primitive Church, have advanc'd 
don the Steps of the firſt Innovators, and im- 
f i WWprov'd the unſcriptural Term Conſubſtantial, ſo as 
a do build upon it, by vain Philoſophy, the mon- 
5 Nous Tritheiſtic Notion of three independent Supreme 
5; ce arily-exiſtent intelligent Agents, abſolutely equa, 
len, end coordinate in Nature and all Perfections; and 
aus When their Tritheiſin ſtares them in the Face, and 


. He calls the Son u, leid ora, becauſe he ſent 
170 um c. Orat. 2. adv Ar ian. 
ich 3 hu "=: 


F 2 frightens 


r W 


Father, as being alone unbegotten and underiv', 


(36) 


frightens their Sabellian Brethren, who are ready 
on that Account to reject them, they, by Con. 


tradiction very uſual with them, affirm them, in 


the ſame Breath, to be one independent, Supreme, 
neceſſarily-exiſtent, undivided, intelligent Agent; and 
ſay, they are the ſame in Kind——and alſo the 
ſame in Number; i. e. the ſame, and not the ſame: 
and alſo ſcruple not to affirm, that the Son is + 
&« TER Subſtance of the Father,” in Contradiction 
to the Nicene Creed, and themſelves at other 
Times affirming, that the Son is (not the Subſtance 
but) of, or from, the Subſtance of the Father, and 
is a diſtinct # a7ing Subſtance or Agent. Andif 
any Thing can farther ſhew a Diſregard to (not 
to ſay a Contempt of) the whole Scripture- Do- 
ctrine, it is, that the peculiar Prerogative of the 


always held ſacred and incommunicable by the A 
tenicene and Nicene Church, is given up by Dr 
FW. « who has nothing to ſay (2d Defenſe p. 177.) 
„ why the Son might not have been Father, bu 
ce that in Fact he is not——and that there ws 
* no Impoſſibiliiy in the Nature of the Thing, 
* but that the Father Himſelf might have afted 
* the Miniſterial Part.“ An amazing Exprel 
ſion to come our of the Mouth of a Chriſtin, 
who has the Benefit both of natural and reveal! 
Religion, to inform his Reaſon and Underſtand: 
ing better! I will endeavour to make him aſham'! 
of the groſs Impiety of his Notion, from tuo 
eminent Biſhops, one Nicenc, and one Poſtnice 
(againſt whom I am ſure he has no Exception 
Alexander of Alexandria, and Hilary of Poiftitr. 


* Dr. Waterland's 2d Def. p. 394. 
+ Dr. Waterland's 1 Def. p. 379, 280. 
+ Dr. Waterland's 2d Def. 2. 175, 366. 


& * We 
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% We muſt reſerve to the unbegotten Father 
his peculiar Dignity (or Prerogative) as having 
s no Cauſe of his Exiſtence ; and pay a proper 


n 2 f . 
„(and ſuitable Honour to the Son alſo, as having 
a2 Beginningleſs Generation from the Father :— 
„ © our Saviour Himſelf telling us, my Father is 


a Greater than J.“ Here the Father is expreſly 
declar'd to be Greater than, or Superior to, the Son, 
as being unoriginated, and the Cauſe of the Ex- 
tence of the Son. | - 
Hilary in his Explanation of the famous Syrmian 
Council (An. 351.) ſays; Þ © that the Son is /ab- 
E « j: to the Father, by the Nativity or Generation 
of his Nature. That the Father is Greater, 
„ © becauſe he is Father, and the Son is Inferior, 
de becauſe he is Son——and that the Son is /#b- 
%% to the Father, as the Original of his Exi- 
1. ſtence,“ which plainly ſhews his Opinion of the 
DF natural Subjection of the Son to the F ather, in 
„bis higheſt or divine Capacity. Again, he has 
bu the following remarkable Words, + © It is nt 
v impious to profeſs the Son to be unoriginate 'Y 
ng, | for 
ted 3 * 92 5 NEE 3 8 7 
„ ee 
und Ts eivds eulw Tov dilioy Atyollas. To Se y@ mv 
„ arutrony nul & Df, mv & nf Y d Sg T9 m\go 
01 yam dvantivras.——durs actor - d owriegs, 6 many 
and: CV jus £5. Epiſt. Alex. apud Theodoret. lib. 1. c. 4. 
wa t ijectum alterum alteri nativitate natura. Patrem in 
| eo majorem eſſe, quod Pater eſt, Filium in eo Minorem eſſe, 


% quod Filius eft ————Patri ſabjectus eſt (Filius) ut Autori. 
ice De Synod. I, | So 
ion) f Filium innaſcibilem confiteri impiiſimum eſt : jam enim 
I en erit Deus anus, quia Deum unum prædicari natura 
unius innaſcibilis Dei exigit cum idcirco Deus xnus ſit, 
cum Pater Deus ſit; & Filius Dei Deus ſit: quia innaſci- 
| bilitas ſola penes unum fit ———reſpuit erga innaſcibilem 
| filium prædicari fides ſancta, ut per unum innaſcibilem Deum 
num prædicet. Hil. ibid. And our learn'd Biſhop Pearſon 
W | ell obſerves to this Purpoſe, «© we muſt not ſo far endea- 
{ © Your to involve ourſelyes in the Darkneſs of this Myſtery, 
| | 66 as 


* ginated God. — There is therefore but one Goch 


allo by the moſt eminent Nicene and Poſt nicen 


that it was eeble in the Nature of Things, that 


(38) 
„e for if ſo, there will no longer be one Gy 
* becauſe the Doctrine of the Unity of God i; 
e founded neceſſarily in the Nature of one uni. 


e ſeeing it is the Father who is (abſolutely) God, 
„ and the Son is God of God, becauſe there i; 
« but one unoriginated Perſou-——The Holy Ca. 
e tholic Faith will not therefore allow the Son 
eto be taught to be unoriginated, that, by hold. 
ing one unoriginated Perſon, it may thereby 
„ teach one God.“ Nothing can be plainer than 
that Hilary thought it impo//ible, and that it wy 
moſt impious to confeſs, that the Son was, or might 
be, unoriginated, and the Father; this was to deſtroy 


the Unity of God, which was neceſſarily ground. 
ed in the natural eſſential SelFOrigination of the 


Father only ; and this is the undoubted Catholic 
Doctrine of all Antiquity, But in Oppoſition to 
this Doctrine of the Ancient Church, profelg( 


Writers, Dr. V., by a fictitious ceconomy of his 
own peculiar Invention, has preſum'd to affirm, 


God the Father might have been the Son, and 
the Son might have been the Father. Accord. 
ing to this new and before: unheard of Hypothe. 


as to deny that Glory which is clearly due unto the Fr 
ther; whoſe Pre-eminence undeniably conſiſteth in this, 
that He is Gop, not of any other, but of Himſelf; and 
that there is no other Perſon who is God, but is God 
Of Him. It is no Diminution to the Son, to ſay that heis 
«« from another, for his very Name imports as much; but i 
«« were a Dimmution to the Father to ſpeak ſo of Him: And 
„ there muſt be ſome Pre-eminence, where there is Place for 
« Derogation.” Expoſ. of the Creed. p. 35. edit. 4th. W hich 
is directly contrary to Dr, W's Doctrine, that the Son might 
have been the Father, aud ſo not of Him; and the »Fathv! 
Himſelf might have acted the Miniſterial Part, and fo not 
haye. had the Pre-eminence of being God of Himſelf. 


ſis, 


” (6s, there is not only no Eſſential or real Diſtin- 
cition, in Nature and natural Powers, between the. 
perſons of the Father and the Son; but the oe 
Cod and Father of all, who is above all, and the 
God of the Son Himſelf, might have been the 
Son, ated the miniſterial Part, and in all Things 
have been Obedient and Subject to the Will and 
cConmands of the Son, as his Father and God. 
This is telling the World, that the primary fun- 
. damental Article both of natural and reveal'd 
Religion, the Unity of God, has no Foundation; 
and inſtead of the one God of Nature and Scrip- 
© ture, is ſetting up a worſe than Heathen Syſtem 


12227 — 


of three fictitious, and equally Sypreme, Deities; who 
by Agreement amongſt themſelves go by different 
d. WW Names, without any real Difference or Subordi- 
ge nation of Nature, Power or Authority, all being, 
e in themſelves, and in their Natures, equally ſelf- 
o exiſtent, independent, or underiv'd. He has pre- 
5d tended to alledge Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiqui- 
*, for this impious Hypotheſis, and he has been 
bis; confuted, over and over, from every one of them; 


m, from above a thouſand plain and expreſs Texts 
hat of Scripture 3 from the moſt ſelf-evident and de- 
md monſtrative Principles of Reaſon ; and from the 
L unanimous Suffrage of all Antiquity. He never was 
able to produce ſo much as one ſingle Text of 
pocripture, but what proves any thing elſe as 
much as his Notion; nor ſo much as one ſingle 
| Teſtimony of Antiquity, for three Hundred Years 


1 . WT 
— and more, that gives the leaſt Countenance to ir; 
ben nor cou'd he ever ſhew, that it was not contra- 
at eictory (as evidently contradictory as Tanſubſtan- 
An 


ation itſelf) to the moſt demonſtrative Principles 


* » Reaſon : SO that, all Things conſider'd, the 
night whole of his Scheme cannot but appear a mon- 
rather 


ſtrous Syſtem of the worſt Hereſies mix d and 
confounded 


ö 
f 


being as oppoſite to his Notion as Light is to Da-. [ 


Religion amongſt us, that Antichriſtian Tyra 


prevail, in the utter Deſtruction of all ſuperſtitiooſ 


* Authority which he ſpeaks of. He wou'd not punil 


Church, tho not abſolutely neceſſary, I am afro 


( 40). 
confounded together, deſtructive of all Science and 
Religion, and neceſſarily ending in Atheiſm. 

He may well be afraid of Scripture-Creeds, Tej, 
and Confelſions, i. e. Forms of Faith drawn up i 
the Words of Scripture ; and is fo far conſiſtent, 3 ol 
not to plead in their Favour (p. 210—215.) the Þ 


neſs, What he wants is a complete Authority (p. 190% © 
to ſend out Anathemas &c. againſt his Opponent, 
and by human Power to lay waſte the Chriſtin 
Faith, and drive all true Believers out of th 
Church. But as the Hralh of Man worketh u 
the Righteouſneſs of God; ſo J hope there is ſo mud 
Light, and Knowledge, and Love too, of tr 


will never be ſuffer'd to invade Chriſtian Libem 
and Truth, which happily prevail amongſt the Men 
bers of this Church; and muſt and will final 


and wicked Error. = 

Hearken to the Charity and Moderation of te 
Author's moral Orthodoxy : © Theft and Mur . 
(p. 219.) are Crimes of a different Magnitud 
« yet they are equally liable to capital Pena 
« As to Hereſies of ſuch a Kind, they may it 
« greater Sins than either in God's Sight: but: 
is not SO Neceſſary for a State to take Cogn 
* zance of them, unleſs they break in upon cn 
„ Peace,” This is ſufficient to ſhew how civil 
would be to Heretics, if he had but the comp! 


them capitally, becauſe, tho he may think them We 
be worſe than Thieves and Murderers, it is not Vi 
neceſſary for a State to puniſh them as they i 
Thieves and Aurderers. But as there is no End "MM 
Bounds in the Tyranny of Superftition, ſhou'd "M 
be thought expedient, and for the Good of i 
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nd he wou'd encourage, if not help to the pious Work 


27 
+ 
11 
3 
T0 
5 


im, in their bearing Teſtimony to the Doctrine 
© of Scripture againſt his Notion: He plainly ſup- 
© poſes and intimates it to be neceſſary for the State 
© [imagining himſelf, one would think, to be in Spain 
or /taly] to take Cognizance of them, as Criminals 
of the worſt Sort; but, like a true Inguiſitor, de- 


15 E fires them not to hurt them, at leaſt not to bed 


© Blood; becauſe, it is not SO neceſſary in their 
Caſe, as in the Caſe of Thieves and Murderers. 


Confeſſors, he does not ſay; he 2 aid of directly 
calling upon the ſecular Arm to puniſh them; and 
ſoſtly ſays, that a Chriſtian Divine may deſire, 
that ſuch Offenders may rather live to repent 
than ſuffer Death, or any civil Penalties.” (p. 2 18.) 
Let, on the other Hand, he is as cautious of abſo- 


the Civil Power; without ſome Degree of which, 
Church cenſures would not be effectual enough to 
ruin them. 3 . 

In his ſixth Chapter he undertakes to ſhew 7he 
Vudgment of the Primitive Churches, in relation to 
MNeceſſity of believing the Doctrine of the Trinity. 
Lo this Purpoſe he ſays (p. 223.) *The Doctrine 
of the Trinity, implicit or expreſs, always made 
an Article of the antient Creeds.” Who doubts 
Wt? But why implicit or expreſs? Did not all the 
Wncient Creeds expreſiy declare the Scripture-doc- 
Wrine of the Trinity; the Doctrine 4 God (in moſt 
the Creeds, the one God) the Father Almighty 
gw ryrenpd rap, Supreme over all] of bis only [or 
A Inly-begotten] Son Jeſus Chrift our Lord; and of 
Holy Spirit, &c. This is the Doctrine of the 
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© of cutting thoje off (with the civil Sword) who trouble 


How far he wou'd have the State go with theſe 
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like that is expreſs'd in any of them. Therefore 
the Word implicit is to make Room for Art, t I 
bring in his Notion. He wou'd have it thought, ! 
that tho his Doctrine of the Trinity is not expreſ#;, a 
yet that it is implyd in the ancient Creeds. We o 
are contented with what is expre/#d in the Creed, v 
as being the Forms and Expreſſions of Scripture; Me 1 
however, we will be ſo fair as to allow of his No. 6. 
tion, if it be really imply'd in them. How dos 
he prove it to be imply*d then? Why thus (p. 225) 1 ( 
c“ jn the Creeds we profeſs to believe in God the MF © 
« Father, the Son, and Holy Ghoſt : this (ads in 
« he) is declaring the ſacred three to be the MW th 
© Gode——it carries in it a Confeſſion of the thre . 
dc divine Perſons being the one !rue God of Chr. WW © 
« ſtianè (p. 225.) Q. E. D. Notably prov'd of i - /7 
Schcool-Doctor. But let us hear how St. Paul u: 
derſtands the Words; he ſays, one Spiri one Lord - 
One God and Father of all, who is above all. Het 
Il not the zhree divine Perſons, but one of the div 
| | Perſons, the Father only, is declar'd to be th 
| one true God of Chriſtians; as the ſame Apoſt: 
4 ſays in another Place: 7o us (Chriſtians) there is bi 
If ene God, even the Father. And farther, that Dr. N 
4 Doctrine of the Trinity is imply'd in the ancien 
| Creeds we not only cannot ſee, but we certain} 
| know that it is not; becauſe it was the unanimou 
Senſe of the ancient Church, who form'd and us! 
| theſe Creeds, that the one true God of Chriſtin 
was that Perſon, whom the Scripture ſtiles, in Con 
tradiſtinction to his Son and Spirit, the one God au 
Father of all. Accordingly, in almoſt all the Creed 
(agreeably to the Nicene) the firſt Article was, 
believe in one God, the Father Almighty : the Fatht 
only being always profeſs'd to be the one God, l 
Diſtinction to his Son and Spirit, never fo call! 
either in any antient Creed, or by any antient Gi 
tholic Writer whatſoever. So that if the Won 
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© imply the three divine Perſons to be the oe God in 
the Creeds, they imply them to be the one God, the 
Father Almighty. The Creeds therefore expre/ly 
and implicitly, plainly and undeniably, teach no 
other than the Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity; 
WW viz. one Spirilt—one Lord one Ged and Father of 
all, who is above all (Epbeſ. 4. 4,5, 6.) and the 


ue Cod of Chriſtians, is declar'd in theſe expreſs 
Words of the ſame Apoſtle cited above, 10 us 
I © (Chriſtians) here is but one God, even the Father, of 
e wem are all Things (1 Cor. 8. 6.) and this is ſpoken 
nin direct Contradiſtinction to Jeſus Chriſt, whom 
„the Apoſtle there ſtiles the ove Lord, by (thro?) 
vom are all Things. This is St. Paul's Trinity and 
nn W._ Crity, and it is ours, whom the Dr. civilly calls 


© /lerttics : Let him make his own Doctrine out of 
it if he can, and we ſhall no longer diſagree. 2 
Having done with Proof by Implication, he 
en mentions (p. 230.) an ancient Creed of Cyril of 
Jerusalem, which is expreſs for the Divinity of God 
te the Son; it ſtiles him true God, begotten of 
the Father before all Worlds, by whom all 
Things were made.” Whether this Creed of 
Coil be older than the fourth Century, may be 
jen gueſtion'd; however there is good Reaſon to think, 
that the Words [Oeov a\yfuvev] true God, were in- 
ſerted out of the Nicene Creed; becauſe they are 


nou ; 
wo dot to be found in any Creed of the three firſt 
fin Centuries, tho in ſome of them Chriſt is ſtil'd 


| Pod. Cyril was one of the moſt moderate of the 
banaſians; and he expreſſes his Faith, and the 
Wt Article of all the antient Creeds, very clearly 
Ind fully, that the one God of Chriftians was God 
Le Farber only, in Contradiſtinction to the Son. His 
Nords are, * “We ought not only to believe in 


b., J 26 dä, fs ba Sah, genie, 0er & # rie, 
% evay oy Lets, xvels d pry 1008 Xeſs; ST ais 
mM Catte beh. 7. 
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ec the one God; but we alſo piouſly confeſs him 9 
& be the Father of his only-begotten (Son) an 
&« our Lord Jeſus Chriſt.” And he immediately oh. 
ſerves, that Chriſtians differ from Fews in this, thy 


the Jews acknowledge there is but one God, but 4 
not, with Chriſtians, confeſs him to be the Father i 


our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. Vet Cyril held the Son 9 
be true God, and conſuſtantial with the Father; hy 
did not infer from either, that he was he one Gy 


of Chriftians, the one ſupreme God, or equal to th | | 


Father, Being conſubſtantia! (he knew) imply'd n 
ſuch Thing, nor was ſo underſtood by the Cound 
of Nice; and that the Son might be true God, an 

et there be, to us Chriſtians, hut one God, even ty 
Father of whom are all Things, was plain to him fu 
this Reaſon, beauſe the Son was not he one God, bu 
the one Lord, by whom are all Things : being tt 


one God, of whom are all Things, denoted the 9. £ 


premacy of the Father; and being the one Lu 


by whom are all Things, denoted the Subordinatia 
of the Son to him who alone was e one God ai 


Father of all, who is above all, Thus his own Au 
\ thor, an Athanaſian too, is clear and firon 


againſt his Doctrine of the Trinity. And tr 
Learned Dr. Spencer well explains the Text (10% 
8. 6.) to this purpoſe ; * ©. Under the New Tel 
© ment, the Title of King and Lord is eminenii 
6 aſcribed to Chriſt, that inſtead of the Gods u 
$ Lords of the Gentiles, all might learn to w-W 
„ ſhip one God, the Father of all; and one Lin 


64 Feſus Chriſt” 


® Sub novo teſtamento nomen Regis & Domini Chill 


ſignanter tribuitur, ut omnes, Diis & Dominis Eth nicorum 4 


crucem aut potius inferos amandatis, zum Deum, Faremer 
nium, & unum Dominum, Jeſum Chriſtum, venerari diſc" 


Ds Leg. Heb, lib. 1. c. 6, P. 253, 
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The Dr. next obſerves, that Irenaus in explain- 


« ing the Rule of Truth ſays, * © There is one 
4 God Almighty, who created all Things By his 


« Word— adding, that he made all Things By his 


„ Word and Spirit.“ This one God Almighty, Ire- 
ais, in the Place, ſays, is the Father of our Lord 


Jeſus Chriſt, 
Now what is this to Dr. J's Purpoſe? He 


7 ſays, it “ intimates the real and proper Divinity of 


« the Son and Holy Ghoſt,” But it does not in- 


| jimate, but expreſs the Supreme Divinity of the one 


God, the Father Almighty, And who deny the 


q real and proper Divinity of the Son, but they who 


either make Him F the Subſtance of the bather, 


q the ſame individual God with the Father; or ano- 
© ther diſtinct, # meceſſarily-exiſtent, acting Sub- 
1 ſtance, and Supreme God? The true and proper 


Divinity of the Son ſubordinate to the Father, 
as declar*d in Scripture, and by the Suffrage of the 
primitive Church, is what we have been pleading 
for, and vindicating theſe twenty Years againſt 
Dr. W. and the modern Impugners of it. We 
believe, and conſtantly teach, that Chriſt is God, 
as being the only-begotten Son of he one God, 
the Father. Almighty, profeſs'd in all the antient 
Creeds: and can any Thing be plainer than that, 
to ſhew that Chriſt, the Word and Son of God, 
is not the ove God Almighty, mention'd in [rene- 
49s Rule of Faith; it is there faid, that the one 
God Almighty created all Things by his Word, and 
by bis Spirit? Are not the Word and Spirit the 
Miniſtring and ſubordinate Agents, the || Hands (or 


* Iren. adv. Hareſ. lib. . E. 22. p · 98· edit. Maſſuet. 

+ Dr. Waterland's firſt Def. p. 3 79, 3 80. 

1 See bis 2d Def. p. 175, 366. 5 5 

|| 74 088 yer [6 U.] —ungyioe 76 GN, Te Os 
. lips. Iren. lib. 5. c. 5. See a full Account of the Senſe 
of the Antients in this Point, in Annotat. ad Nouat. p. 324, 
325, Edit. Jackſon, © . 


inſtru- 


inſtrumental Agents) as he with others of the An. 
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cients call them, by whom the one God, the Father 
Almighty, made and governs all Things? Here 
then is indeed the Doctrine of the Trinity fully 
expreſs' d, but it is the Scripture- Trinity, and ſuch 
as is directly oppoſite to Dr. Vis Trinity. I pity 
his next Obſervation, as I ſuppoſe his Adherent 
will be aſhamed of it: he was to ſhew, from the 
Antient Creeds, his Doctrine of the three divine 
Perſons being one God; and having ſhewn nothing 
more, than that the Son 1s ſtiled or intimated to 
be God, but in expreſs Diſtinction to the one God, 
the Father Almighty, and in Subordination to him; 
and not being able to ſhew, that the Holy Ghoſt WF 
is ever ſo much as barely ſtiPd God ; therefore, let MW i 
in the Account he ſhou'd be oblig'd to drop the ¶ mi 
Divinity of the Shirit, he obſerves very acutely ha 
(p. 231.) * there is a Creed in Tertullian fully cha 
<« expreſſing the Divinity of God the Son, and Pr 
« [N. B.] obliquely intimating the Divinity of te 
„ Holy Ghoſt.” This is Demonſtration indeed; be 
the Creed obliquely intimates the Divinity of the [MW wh 
Holy Ghoſt ; what Need of any farther Proof? r 
But this happens to be a moſt unlucky Obſerva- W by 
tion for the Dr. becauſe it undeniably ſhews, that it 
Tertullian knew that the Holy Ghoſt was never 
ſtiled God in any ancient Creed. For his own Do- 
ctrine, that the Spirit was God, as being a conſub- 
Fantial Part of the Subſtance of the one God the Fa- 
tber, was, he owns, a Doctrine, which he had juſt 
then learned Þ of the Paraclete of the Montaniſts ; 
but he never pretends or intimates it to have 


* Adv. Pra x. c. 2. | | | | 
1 Nos enim——maxime Paracleti non hominum diſcipuli 
_ duos quidem definimus, Patrem & Filium, & JAM tres cum 
Spiritu Santo, ſecundum rationem Oeconomiæ { ſcil. unius 
ſubſtantiz in tribus cohærentibus, adv, Prax. c. 12,] quæ faci 
aumerum. adv. P rax. c. 13. : | 


been 
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deen the Doctrine of the catholic Church: nay 
| he owns that the Catholics charg'd his new Do- 
& frine with“ Tr7itbei/m, Therefore Tertullian, tho', 
yhen a Montanis}, he ſtil'd the Holy Spirit God, 
which no Ancient had done before him, yet he wou'd 
got ſo far innovate, as to aſſert it as a Part of the 
E Chriſtian Faith deliver'd in any Creed, but defend- 
ed his Notion as a Part of his Montaniſm; ſo that 
nothing in Nature cou'd ever be more oppoſite to 


| the Dr's. Purpoſe and Doctrine, than his own 


E Obſervation in this Place. 


In Truth, all the ancient Creeds are as full and 
© expreſs againſt Dr, Ms. Doctrine of the Trinity, 


zs if they had been made on purpoſe in Oppo- 


might have been ſo prudent at leaſt, as not to 
have appeal'd to the Creeds of the ancient Church, 
E than which, next to Scripture, we deſire no ſtronger 
Proof againſt his Notion. 

Having try'd what he can do with genuine Creeds, 
be next preſents his Reader (p. 234.) with one 
which is ee the famous romantic Creed which 


by Revelation from be Virgin Mary, who ſent 
it him by St. Joby. Had there really been any 
E ſuch Creed in the Time of Gregory of Neocæſa- 
va, Euſebius of Ce/area, in whoſe Time Gregory 


t have taken Notice of it, had he known it to have 
been Gregory's. The Stile of it ſhews it not to 


ve be older than the fourth Century; and ſome Parts 
of it ſavour of being later than the Council of Nice, 


- b I Simplices quique, quæ major ſemper credentium pars. 


|; duos & tres JAM jactitant a nobis prædicari, ſe vero unius Dei 
5 eultores præſumunt. ibid. c. 3. 0 


Lee Greg. Nyſſ. in laude Greg. TIhaumat. p. 378. Nicephor. 
l Bcleſ lib, 6, c. 17. Raſin : Egcleſ, Hiſt, Eſebs libs 7+ c. 25 


i 
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© ſition to it: and of all Things, I thought he 


Gregory of Neoce@ſarea is ſaid to have receiv'd 


fouriſh'd, moſt probably wou'd have known it, 
-nand made mention of it. Ferome, at leaſt, wou'd 
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tho? the [66080105] Conſubſtantiality is not mention! 


in it. Even in this creed the Holy Ghoſt is ng 


ſtil'd God; and the Son is repreſented as the Perſon 
(& 6) by whom (fo the Words ought to be ren. 
der' d) is manifeſted God the Father, who is above al, 
and in all. It contradicts the Council of Nice in 
one Point, by calling the Son [dig didis] eterny] 
of eternal; the Council of Nice, on the contrary, 
anathematizing thoſe, who affirm Þ that the Son wy; 
not exiſtent before he was begotten ; they believing 
him not to be an eternal Son, but the eternal (x 
83i&0erog] Word or Reaſon exiſting in the Father, 
before he was begotten of or from him. However, 
let the Dr. make the beſt of this Creed likewiſe; 
neither the Conſubtantiality or Coequality of the 
Son and Spirit with the Father are expreſ#9d, or in. 
ply'd, in it, (tho the contrary are) nor are the three 
divine Perſons ſaid, or intimated, to be one Goch 
the one God of Chriſtians; on the other Hand, the 
Father only is ſtiPd God, wwho is above all, and ir 
all,” T6 
I ſhall, therefore, on the Head of Creeds, readily 
agree to what he ſays (p. 237) that the Creeds 
are to be interpreted according to the Mind 
of the Church; and the Mind of the Church ö 
& to be learned, chiefly, from the Writings of 
„ the Fathers.” We have already experienc' 
his Proficiency, and Skill in explaining the Creeds; 
now let us ſee what hell make of the Fathers, 
As juſt before he palm'd a forg'd Creed upon us, 
ſo now he brings a Parcel of falſe and inſufficient 
Witneſſes, for Evidence of the Senſe of the an. 
cient Church: And, inſtead of proving his Doctrine 
to be the Doctrine of the ancient Antenicene Church 


1 Hei- ven. zx Ny. Anat hem. Concil. Nic. the Coun⸗ 
cil's Opinion was, as Euſebius tells us: TTety eregy6id ut, 
Wa, Surdue lu EN Ty ave? deri los. Epiſt. Euſeb. qui 
Theedores. Hift, lib, 1. c. 13+ & Sverge. lib, I, c. 8, fron 


* 
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tom the primitive Catholic Writers of that Church, 
he gives us Scraps from Poſtnicene Writers, en- 
gig d to ſupport Innovations made in the Faith of 
the ancient Church; ſuch as Athanaſius, Gregory 
Mſſeen, Hilary, Ruffums, Fulgentius, &c. This Pro- 


| Y : . 2 : 
| W cedure, therefore, is very unfair; and his Evidence 
or the Doctrine of the ancient Antenicene Church 


geſerves no more Credit, than that of Arius or Eu- 


umius for the Doctrine of the Nicene Church. 
Ho incompetent his Witneſſes are I ſhall give a 
ESpecimen in the famouſeſt of them, Athanaſius. 
Arius taught that 4% Son ſubſiſted by the Mill of 
e Father, as the Doctrine of the ancient Church; 
E {tbanafius replies to the Arians very wiſely, I let 


een tell us from whom of the primitive Saints they 


Elarn'd this Doctrine, that the Son ſubſiſted by the 
EJVill of the Father. This ſhews how little Athana- 
Jus was acquainted with the Writings of the primi- 
tire Saints, or the Doctrine of the primitive 
Church; in which there is not any Doctrine more 
expreſly and unanimouſly .taught than this, that 
the Son was begotten and ſubſiſted Þ by e Mill of 


8 „ 
e Father. The Arians, on the contrary, might 
d ery well have aſk'd Albanaſius, from what pri— 
z mitive Saint, or Writer, he had been taught his 


novel Doctrine of the Son's deriving his Sub- 
ſſtence, not from the Mill, but from the Nature a 
bot the Father; and he muſt have been ſilent, or 
aſhamed. After all, the Sum of Dr. Vs. Evi- 


„eence, from his Poſtnicene Writers, amounts to no 
nl f 8 

„. ese (5 diss] bene malewn. Thal. Arli aphd Athan. 
ip c Synod. Arim. & Seleuc. vid. & Epiſt. Arii apud Theodarer, 

5 f Eimloray nuiv— mags O- + dl dtTa)]ts uu. 
J 


ole —78— he nαẽůSM De Decret. Sy nod. Nic. 
| | If any one has a Mind to ſee the concurrent Senſe of An- 
uquity laid together in Reſpect of this Docttine, he may con- 
{ful the Notes which are added at the End of Novatian, pub- 
filr d by Mr, Jackſon, p. 33379. 
Vid. adv. Arian. Orat. 4. p. 399. edit. Paris. 


more 
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more than to prove (p. 238—240) the Son to b. 
God (which is not deny'd) becauſe the Father 
God, which is no Proof at all: that the Name 
of Father implies a Son; yes it implies all Mar 
kind to be his Sons, becauſe he is the Father 6 
all; and he farther pretends, that in their Opinio 
(tho they do not ſay fo much) “ the Son muſt h 
& allow'd to be of the ſame Nature with the F. 
ether, and Equal, in all eſſential Perfections“ 
That theſe Writers ſhou'd hold the Conſubſtaniiali 
is no wonder; and tho Hilary, with the other A= 
19/ians, profeſs'd it, he was far from allowing th 
Son to be equal to the Father in all eſſential Perſe. 
tions, What thinks he of Hilary's Saying, * 
herein, more eſpecially, the Son is not compar! 
or equal”d to the Father, as being ſbject to hin 
by a Submiſſion of Obedience as being SENT 
„ by him; as receiving every Thing from hin, 
and, in all Things, cbeying the Will of him thi 
& SENT him“ adding, “ that the Son is &. 
jet to the Father by the Nativity of bis N. 
«* thre again, is ſbject to the Father as th 
Original of his Exiſtence.” Now was not H. 
lary a very proper Pofnicene Writer for Dr. J. 
to alledge amongſt others for his Notion, thit 
the Son is egual to the Father in all eſſential Perfeit: 
ons 2 cou'd he have produc'd a Writer, even at 
Antenicene Writer, more ſtrongly denying the E 
qitality both of Nature and Perfeftions * Fulgt 
tius and Gregory Nyſſan ſpeak more to this Pur 
poſe ; but they are not only Writers of Lek 


* 


A 


* In eo quidem maxime non comparatur nec coxquatur Fi 
lius Patri, dum ſubditus per obedientiæ obſequelam eſt dun 
mittitur, dum accipit, dum in omnibus voluntati ejus, qu ſ 
miſit, obſequitur. Hil. de Synod, 

Subjetum alterum alteri narivitare nature Patrem in 
majorem elle quod Pater eſt, Filium in eo mnorem elle quol 
Filius eſt Patri ſ#5jeftus eſt ut autori. Ibid. 


Nobe, 
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Note, but the latter eſpecially is a Trithei/, as the 
© learn'd + Dr. Cudwworth hath obſerv'd. 

Beſides, I would ask, with Reſpect to the two 
lat, who ſeem: to have chought that every Thing, 
© or perfection, belonging to the Father belong'd 
| | equally to the Son, I wou'd ask, whether theſe 
Writers thought the Nature or Subſtance of God 
che Father was mnoriginated, or not; and fo, whe- 
cher the eſſential Perfeffions of the Father were 
I not all, with his &/ſence or Subſtance, unoriginated 
. ſicewiſe 3 if they are, whether they thought, or 
W what Reaſon they thought, the Son to be of 
be ſame eſſential, 1. e. unoriginated Nature and Per- 
ions with the Father. But if the Nature and 
perfections of the Son were both originated from 
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i l I Father, as they durſt not deny that they were 
1 8: follows that they cou'd neither be the /am2, or 
mn, Lech equal, The Thing is, the Poſt nicencs, 


ellking of che Generation of the Son of God after 


de manner of Humane Generation, to which it 
„ ou'd admit of no Similitude or Compariſon, run 
tte themſelves into the moſt groſs Abſurdities and 
H. npieties. The Antenicenes avoided all Offence, 


by taking care not to define the metaphyſical Na- 
ure or Subſtance of the Son of God, and by aſ- 
Werting his Subordination, and the Supremacy of 
. od the Father. One Paſ#? lage from one of -theſe 
Writers wou'd have more Authority and Weight 
br ſhewing the Senſe of the ancient Church, than 
1 the Poſtnicenes he has cited. But the Dr. ha- 
Ning burned his Fingers ſufficiently by meddling 
* them heretofore, it was but prudent in him, 
p be cautious of referring to them any more. 
However he ventures upon two Paſſages (. 241, 
.) one of Dionyſius of Alexandria cited by A. 
in © pref jus, and the other of Novatian. But what 


[i Intelleft, Sy ſtem, p. 603, 604. 
II 25 does 


(52) 


does Dionyſius ſay in the Place refer'd to, in which 
he is apologizing for ſome Expreſſions which he 
was charg'd to have us'd, and ſo is to ſay the mof 
he can for Himſelf? Does he ſay that he eve 
taught the Son to be ihe one God, the Supreme Gu, 
or equal to the Father ? Nothing like it: all that 
he ſays is, that the Son is [&1wvog] eternal, or 
before the World that he 1s 1e parable from 
„the Father and that having been charged 
with making God the Creator of Chriſt 
he ſays that having before ſtil'd him Father, he 
included the Sch in Him.“ In which Paſlg: 
he does not deny that he made the Son a Cres. 
ture at all, but intimates only that he cou'd not 
be ſuppos'd, to make him a Creature like th: 
reſt of the Creatures, becauſe he thought him to 
be always in the Fatver, Now this is an evaſin 
Apology ; and his real Thoughts ſeem to hay: 
been, that the So was always in the Father, % 
being the [N evoraderog] internal Word or Ret 
ſon of God; but begotten out of the Father, u 
Licht from Light, into a diſtinct real Perſon ; and 
this Generation of the Son, by which he was 
diſtinct ſubſiſting Perſon, he had calPd 2 Creatin, 
and in this reſpect made Chriſt @ Creature, 
he was accus'd of doing by the Sabellians. That 
this was his real Sentiment and Doctrine w: 
jearn from an unqueſtionable Witneſs, Baſil 1 
Poſtnicene and Athana/ian, but a fair Writer; he 
tells us, that having read the Writings of this 
Dionyſius, he did not“ like ſeveral Things, that 
were in them; that be F thought him one, 0 
laid the Seeds of the Anomæan Opinion; and tht 
with reſpect to the Conſubſtartiality, he was fal 
tering and unconſtant, ſometime holding it, and bibi, 
Times rejecting it : more particularly, that he hell 


* Bal. Epiſt. q1, I Ibid. + Ibid, 


66 & the 


(53) - 
© « the Father and Son to be not only. diſtinct 
e Perſons, but of different Subſtance; and that the 
„ Sou was inferior in Power and Glory to the Fa- 
4 ther, And beſides this, he ſpoke very un- 
becoming Words concerning the Spirit; not 
e allowing him divine Worſhip, but depreſſing 
* him into the Number of created and miniſtring 
Þ « Beings.” And t Athanaſius, in his Apology for 
him, owns, that he did indeed uſe ſuch Kind of 
Expreſſions. And || Photias, another unſuſpected 
E Fyidence, layeth the ſame Charge againſt him 
. WW that Bae! had done. Þ Gennadins, another Atha- 
naſan, does the ſame ; and obſerves with Baſil, 


dat the Arians deriv'd their Notions from him. 

. As to Novatian, his other Author, his Writings 
nie extant, on which Account Dr. V. ſhould not 
» W have preſum'd to have alledg'd him for his Notion, 
» WW becauſe the Reader, with his own Eyes, may ſee, 
« WW. that the whole moſt excellent Book of that ancient 
„ Writer is moſt full and expreſs againſt his Doc- 
nine of the Trinity, in Agreement with all the 
Remains of primitive Antiquity. He gives, in his 
hat Chapter, the Sum of all his precedent Doctrine 
* concerning God the Father, and the Son ; and in 
this Chapter, the entire Doctrine of the primitive 
m Church is ſo fully and clearly contain'd, concern- 
vw ing the Supremacy of the Father, as being alone 
be one God without compare or equal, and the : 


be Sordination and Subjection of the Son to him, as 
bis WW deriv'd from him by bis Will, and as having receiv'd 
at WY all his divine Power from him, and being conſtituted 


mh 5 

hat | *Oux 674g6 ſet 1abvoy Umar nay vide, h ela- Ha- 
m 2 #; Sure uss ü Y Ens e e Nd 
het n, Met TY TVWW4705 d g Qwves Muck «Ye οννν TW ; 


pan, © Tegoruvepirns duns beru- Sei ο, Y A Ts 
ed Nef Y Aarvgy9 pues ouracuipor, ibid. 
| De Sentent. Dionyſ. Set. 4. 
Cod, 232. 4 Lib. de Eecleſ. Dogmat. e. 4. 
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by him the Lord and Head of every Creature, bit 
himſelf, with every Creature thus put under hin, 
ſtill /zbjef to his Father, who is thereby declared 
to be the ohe and only true God, * This Doctrine gf 
the primitive Church is ſo amply and excellent] 
ſet forth by Novatian, as not only to delerve th: 
moſt ſerious Attention and Conſideration of even 
Chriſtian, but to be alone ſuſſicient to end all Di. 
putes concerning the Doctrine of the I rinity. 


* Eft ergo Drus PaATER omnium inſtitutor & creator, 50, 
ros originem neſciens, inviſibilis, immenſus, immortalis, . 
ternus, UNxus Ds, cujus neq; magnitudini, neq; majeſtat, 
neq; virtuti, quicquam non dixerim pizferri, ſed nec compa- 
rari poteſt, Ex quo, QUanDo ipſe VoLuUtT, ſermo Filius ns. 
tus eſt. Quin & Pater illum etiam præcedit, quod neceſſe ef 
prior ſit, qua Pater fit: quoniam antecedat neceſſe eſt eum qui 


habet originem, ille qui originem neſcit, Simul ut hic miny 
' fir, dum in illo eſſe fe ſcit, habens originem quia naſcitur.— 
Deus utiq; procedens ex Des ſecundam Perſonam efficiens, ſe 


non eripiens illud PATRI, quod UN us eſt DEUS. Si enim 
natus non fuiſſet, innatus comparatus cum eo qui eſt innatus, 


Kauxrloxz in utroq; oſtenſa duos faceret innatos, & ideo 


duos faceret Deos AQUALES inventi duos Deos merito red- 
didiſſent ſi inviſibilis fuiſſet, cum inviſibili collatus PAR 
expreſſus duos invilibiles oſtendiſſet, & ideo duos comprobaſſet 
& Deos. Si incomprehenſibilis, fi & ca:era quæcunq; ſunt 
Patris, merito, dicimus, duorum Deorum, quam iſti confingunt, 
Unus eſt omnium rerum & princi- 
pium & caput Filius autem nihil ex arbitrio ſuo gerit, nec 
ex conſilio ſuo facit, nec a ſe venit, ſed imperiis paternis omnl- 
bus & præceptis obedit, ut quamvis probet illum nativitas fil. 
um, tamen morigera obedientia adſerat illum paternæ VoLUX- 
TATIS, ex quo eſt, Mix ISTRUM: ita dum ſe Patri in omnibus 
obtemperantem reddit, quamvis fit & Deus, UNUM tamen 
DEU ParREM de obedientia ſua oſtendit, ex quo & originem 
traxtt. Deus ſolus Pater eſt, qui extra originem eſt.— 
Unus Deus oſtenditur verus & æternus, Pater Deus quidem 
oftenditur Filius, cui divinitas tradita & porrecta conſpicitur; & 
tamen ninilominus UN us Devs Pater probatur Filius autem 


« 


cæterorum omnium Deus fit, quoniam omnibus illum Deus 


Pater præpoſuit quem genuit ; ita mediator Dei & hominum 
Chriſtus Jeſus concors Patri Svo DEo inventus, UNUM & 
Solus & VrruUm Dux, PATREu SUUM——approbavIt. 
No vat. c. 31. edit. Jachſon. | 7 
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To conclude this Head of the Doctrine of the 
© ancient Church; as nothing is more certain and 
| ; > evident, than that the ancient Church never taught 
| the Doctrine of three equal, ſupreme, divine Per- 
* ſons of the ſame eſſential Perfections, or that God 
tie Father, the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are the only 
| true God, or the ſame Cod; o that the Son and 
| 5h are each diſtinctly, as well as the Father, 
1 * one God, the Maker and Creator of all Things; 
0 on the contrary, the ancient Church always, and 
12 where, taught, that there is but one God ſu- 
preme over all, even over the Son and Spirit, viz. 
© the Father that the Son and Spirit were derived 
E from the Father, as the original Cauſe of all, by 
L bis Power, Ni m and free Pleaſure ; that they are 
E the inferior miniſterial Agents, By whom he made 
E the World; and that in the Creation of the World, 
and in all the Diſpenſations of Divine Providence, 
© they always acted by his Authority, and in Obedience 
. to his Will; and that thus the Father being their 
3 [rd and Ged, there 1s and can be but One God. 
Our own learned Biſhop Pearſon, and Biſhop Bull, 
} both own, that the ancient Church placed the 
© Unity in the unoriginated Supremacy of God the 
, Father, I take no Notice that the primitive Fa- 
ec thers never ſtil'd the Holy Ghoſt God or Lord, 
i | that being a Matter of no great Moment, the 
b | Holy Ghoſt being truly a divine Perſon: nor do [ 
take Notice that they did not ſcruple ſaying, the 
n b and Spirit were created, and Creatures, tho all 
m other inferior Creatures were created By them : * 
is is moſt unqueſtionable of the molt learned and 
4 | eminent of the Ancients, Clemens Alexandrinus, 
mm WM eylullian, the great Origen ( whoſe Orthodoxy 


um WW Vid. Diſſert. prev. by Novat. p. 47—51. edit. Jackſon, 
7 . fon x Clem. Alex. Strom. p. 591. vid. Phot. Cod. 109. 
1. 


Dee Neis Sud nA. Euſeb. Dem. Evang. lib. 4. c. 2. 
o never 


never was ſuſpected, or call'd in Queſtion, even 


Trinity where the Scriptures place it; not in phile. 


Authority, Dominion, and Worſhip. As the Father 


the Son and Spirit, finally terminated in his Perſon, 


was duely and piouſly conſider'd, there wou'd be 


er to enter into religious Faith or Worſhip, 
wou'd give Way to the plain Scripture-doctrine; 
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by his Enemies in his 'own Time, and whom Dr, 
W. allows to be undovhtedly Orthodox) Dionyſu 


, Alexandria, Theognojtus of the ſame Place, and 1 
Gregory of Neoceſarea, all Origen's Scholars, u cite. 
which we may add, the moſt learned E»/ebius of Ber 


Cæœſarea; and this they chiefly concluded from three MWkno 


Texts of Scripture, viz. Prov. 8. 22. 1 John 1. 3. 
Colofſ. 1. 15. But they plac'd the ceconomy of the 


ſophical Notions of Nature, Eſſence, and Subſtance, tori 
but in the Subordination of the Son and Spirit to the ian 
only true God the Father ſupreme over all, in Power, der 


alone was ſupreme by unoriginated Power and Au- 
thority, ſo he was the ſupreme and ultimate Object of 
Worſhip ; and all Prayers and Praiſes, offer'd thry 


who is above all, and in all, and thro all. If this i 
no Controverſy about the Doctrine of the Trinity; 
all Scholaſtic- Metaphyſical Notions, which ought 


and the Chriſtian Church would be deliver'd from 
many groſs and peſtilent Errors. 
Next Dr. V. (p. 246-355) gives his Reader 
a long Detail of old Heretics, condemn'd by the 
primitive Church, which, had I been in his Caſe, 


T1 wou'd not have ſaid one Word about, because * 
by plain Implication and Conſequence, the Scho- "mn 
laſtic Trinitarian Notion is a Compound of all . 
the firſt ſix Hereſies, with the Addition of a (c- t! 
venth, worſe than any of them. As to the ſe. WF © 
venth, mention'd by the Dr., he did not conſider, * 
that Arius flouriſh'd in the fourth Century, and IM | ' 
ſo is not to be reckon'd amongſt thoſe, whole {We 
Opinions were cenſur'd by the ancient Church . 


that 


that being always meant of the pure uncorrupt Au- 
E,-icere Church, which never condemn'd his Doc- 
tine. Es 
The Notions of all the Heretics which he re- 
Ecires, viz. Cerinthus, Ebion, Ti heodotns, Artemon, 
Beryllus, Paul of Samoſata, co-incided, and are 
known better by the Names of Sabellianiſin and 
WSocinianiſm ; but Tritheiſm (our Author's darling 
ENotion) was too bad for any of theſe Heretics to 
hold, And that Dr. Y/*s and the modern Trini- 
Varian Doctrine is made up of Socinianiſin, Sabel- 
3 iani/m, and Tritheiſm, is moſt evident. The mo- 
dern Scholaſtic Trinitarians conſiſt of two Sects; 
one of which holds that the Father Son and Spirit 
are the ſame individual Nature, Eſſence and Subſtance, 


ie /ame numerical Being or Agent, the ſame God, 
! Weitinguiſh'd only“ modally or nominally, by the 


Appellations of Father, Son, and Spirit. This Sect 
1 take to be the moſt numerous Part of theſe Tri- 
Ernitarians: and this was the Hereſy of Beryllus, and 
F Paul of Samoſata, and Sabellius, who, as Euſebius 
tells us, was condemned for an impious Heretic, for 


1 ; 
„ring to affirm Chriſt the Son of God ro be || God 
; W/reme over all, which was the peculiar and eſſential 


Character of God the Father. They holding the 
Pon to have no Divinity but of the one ſupreme. 
Gd, i. e. the Father, deny'd virtually that he had 


t ya 
ie ny Divinity of bis own [beoryre id iau] any diſtinct 
e, 


Addo ego perſonam ſine eſſentia concipi non poſſe, niſi 
Aatueris perſonam in divinis nihil aliud eſſe quam merum 
Ney dg, quod plane Sabellianum eſt. Bull. Def. F. N. 
6.4. p. 439. „ 

55 Paulus Samoſatenus hæreticus pronunciatus 
t, etiam homouſion repudiaverint: quia per hanc unius eſſen- 
% nuncupationem, ſolitarium atq; unicum ſibi eſſe Patrem & 


i lum prædicabat. Hil. de ſynod. 

nc Ol | Aung lu 6 m Nr Ode. 3 d oN nay gave mv 
ole eber, 5 ixxancia cs het iy Ablage Y) GRe pig CNN 
ch, will Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 2. c. 4. 5 
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(58). 
- perſonal Divinity, as * Euſebius relates of Beryl, 
In like manner, theſe Scholaſtic Trinitarians, hold. 
ing that the Nature and all the eſſential Perfefin 
of the one God and Father of all are the indi; 
dual Nature and Perfeions of the Son, c. ay 
leaving, no Diſtinction of Nature and Attribute 
between them, do manifeſtly, with the fore- mes. 
tion'd Heretics, Beryllus, Sabellius, and Paul 9 
Samoſaia, deny the Divinity, the perſonal Diviniy 
of Chriſt the Son of God. And farther, this N 
tion, which confounds the Perſons of the Father aut 
Son, does alſo by neceſſary Conſequence make | 
ſus Chriſt (with the Socimans) a mere Man, in who 
God the Father dwells; and by whom he has mz 
nifeſted his Will to Mankind; and thus it co. n. 
cides with the Hereſy of Ebion, Theodotus, and 4. 
temon, who held Jeſus Chriſt to be a mere Man, x 
the Socinians do. So that the modern Notion d 
the Trinity, which the Popiſh Schoolmen introduc, 
and chiefly prevails now, is only refining and mi 
ing artfully together, by abſurd Metaphyſics, tk 
foremention'd Hereſies of Sabellianiſin and Son 
aniſm, . = 
Another Sect of the modern Trinitarians, fes 
in Number in Compariſon of the former, man 
tains with Dr. W. that the three divine Perſon; 
Father, Son, and Spirit, are three diſtinct, indeper 
dent, neceſſarily-exiſtent, cqually ſupreme, intel. 
gent Agents; that the Divinity of the Son G. 
a diſtinct ding Principle, co-ordinate with the U. 
vinity of God the Father; and has all e 
Perfections with his Nature or Subſtance, abſolut 
ly equal to, and co-ordinate with thoſe of the Fr 
ther: and that we may not doubt of their holding 
Tritheiſin, in the higheſt and ſtricteſt Senſe, tht 
jay (if Chriſtian Ears can bear ſuch Blaſpheny 


F Eccleſ. Hift. lib, 6. c. 33. 
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| that the Son being Sor, and being ſent and appear- 
ing and acting in Obedience to the Will and Com- 


nands of God the Father, is not founded in any 


natural, eſſential or real Subordination of the Son 
to the Father in Authority and Power ; but in 4 


; Inter voluntary Agreement between the Father and 


E:he Son (as being diſtinctly co-ordinate in Nature 
and Perfections) to aſſume amongſt Mankind dif- 
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5 ferent Names and Characters; for Dr. W. has no- 

| Bling to ſay, * why the Son might not have been Fa- | 
. Ver, but that in Fact he is not——and that there 1 
8 t 110 Impolſibility in the Nature of the Thing, but b 1 
„ be Father himſelf might have acled the miniſte- 4 
Far. So that according to Dr. 's Ortho- "4 


Cory, the Father might have been SENT from 
Heaven to do the Will of the Son, been made Fleſh, 
Band died in Obedience to the Son his heavenly Fa- 
ber; the Son might have been his God; have 


: W , . 
h given to the Father all Power in Heaven and 


Earth; and as a reward for becoming Man, made 
Wim the Mediator between God and Man; exalted 
2 Im to his own right Hand, and committed the 
Power of final Judgment to him. All which the 


q Wrimitive Church declar'd to be moſt ＋ atjurd, 
„ions, and impoſſible. | . 
1 12 This 
* | 

ell 


* Second Def. p. 177. 


"8 + 'Ov v Ihe d Se x, maTHE2 gell! M 
D., xd Wkegv vev x00, ice eter. Fuſtin, Ace gls. 
"td Pncil. Antioch, cont. P. Samoſar. Viſus eſt ſemper ex autori- 
ue Farris. Tertul. ut merito nec deſcendat, nec aſcendat, 
* Pater] quoniam ipſe omnia & continet & implet. Novar. 


2 originem neſciens, inviſibilis [whom no man hath ſeen 
or can ſee, 1 Tim. 6. 16.] immenſus, immortalis. Idem. A- 


the diſime miſſus diceretur [Pater] Auguſtin. propter 
my) toritatem ſolus Pater non dicitur miſſus. Idem, See all the 


allages, and many more to the ſame Purpoſe, cited at length 
i the Reply to Dr. Waterland's Defenſe, p. 9, 18, 59, 64, 78, 
178, 132, 136, 137, 138, 141, 142, 147, 148, 140, 151,157. 
Jud Biſhop Bull ; qui Filium proprie dici poſſe aursJoy, hoc 

| eſt 


| (60) 
This Doctrine is no leſs denying ® the Father aul 
the Son [denying all real Diſtinction and Subord. 
nation between them] than that which S/. Jy 
calls Antichriſt (1 Fo. 2. 22.) And this alſo is thy 
very Spirit of Antichriſt, which confeſſeth not thi 
4 Cbriſt is come in the Fleſh, 1 Jo. 4. 3. 2 Jo. 
or if the Father, as Dr. W. admits, might hay 
been incarnate (had it been ſo agreed) as well x 
the Son; and if there is no Poſſibility, as all con 
feſs, for the Father to be really incarnate, but o. 
ly (per aſſumptas ſpecies) by an aſſumed Appearance 
it follows hence, that the Incarnation of the 80 
who is (according to Dr. W.) equally as the Fr 
ther the one God ſupreme over all, cannot be 
real, but in Appearance only, muſt be a mn 
Manifeſtation [whether in a real or phantaſtical Body 
only *tis all one] and nothing more. According, 
in his Explication of Phil. 2, 7, he fays, tha 
Chriſt emptied Himſelf [enevucev eevrov, when ht 
was incarnate] in Appearance. And farther as hi 
Notion ſtands (if there is any Conſiſtency in it) he 
muſt believe the Father to be as really incarnat: 
as the Son; becauſe the Son, as He affirms, © 
being the Subſtance of the Father, and therefor 
the Subſtance of the Father being as much in- 
carnate as the Subſtance of the Son, the Pr: 
fon alſo of the Father, which cannot be divide 
from his Subſtance, is as much incarnate as the Per 
ſon of the Son. The Holy Ghoſt alſo muſt, . 
cording to this Notion, be incarnate, fince he 
makes the Subſtance of the Father and Son tix 
Subſtance likewiſe of the Holy Ghoft : the thre: 


eſt a ſeipſo Deum, pertinaci ſtudio contendunt : hæc ſententi 
catholico conſenſui repugnat————piam ac ſtudioſam javet 
tutem ſeriò hortor, ut a ſpiritu ſibi caveant, ex quo talia pi 
fecta fuerint. Def. Sect. 4. c. I. Seck. 7, 8. 
* Firſt Deſenſe, p. 17. 5 
1 Ibid. p. 379, 380. 


Perſoll 
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| Perſons, he ſays, “ are all one Subſtance, So that 
either Way, and in ſpite of all his Evaſions and 
© Self-contradictions, the Hereſy of the Gnoſtic Do- 
cet, who deny'd the Reality of our Lord's In- 
| carnation and Sufferings, and were condemn'd by 
8, John as Antichriſt, and always deſervedly eſteem'd 
E the moſt infamous of all the old Heretics, ſtares 
him full in the Face. In Defenſe of this wretched 
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„ Hypotheſis it is that he ſays (p. 66.) © I can 
ſee no probable Reaſon why the Church of 
God ſhou'd be, as it were, firſt put under the 
immediate Conduct of the Father, then under 
( © the Son, and laſt of all under the Holy Ghoſt 
+ © when the Father might as well have had the 
| © ſole Honour of all; but upon the Hypotheſis 
WW © which I have hinted,” I wou'd be glad to know, 
„who. fir? put under the Father the immediate Conduct 
a WW of the Church of God, We read (Epbeſ. 1. 17, 
e 22.) that the God of our Lord Feſus Chrift, the 
is Father of Glory——gave (Chriſt) to be the Head 
e over all Things to the Church: and alſo gave the 
Holy Ghoſt to be a minitring Spirit to Chriſt, in 
dhe fame Church. But it wou'd be monſtrous to 
hear or read, that the Church was put ander the 
. Father, as if he was capable of being put into an 


Oe, how high ſoever, who is Supreme over all, 

i The Conduct of the Church therefore is ſolely - 

the Father's by Original ſupreme Right, uncom— 

. unicated and awncommunicabls to Him; and the 

he Sen and Spirit are declar'd, in Scripture, to be 

e ſubordinate and miniſtring Agents to Him in the 

e Government of the Church; and as the Son re- 
ceives ais Office in the Church, which is mediato- 

enn va, from the ſupreme underiv'd Authority of 

wer the Father, fo, if Dr. W. will hear St. Paul, he 

| mult, at the Eud, deliver up this his (mediatorial) 

| Kinodom to God, even the Father and the 

® Firſt Defenſe, p. 378. 


Son 


(62) 
Son alſo Himſelf be ſubjett unto Him who put (| 
Things under Him, that God (even the Father, 
as he had faid Juſt before) may be all in all, 1 Cy. 
15. 24, 28. Does Dr. V. think it probable or 
Polſible for the Father (in order to have the e 
Honour of all) to be ſent and become incarnats 
and to be Mediator between God and Man ? What 
then does he mean by this ſtrange Hypotheſi, 
from which, one wou'd ſuppoſe, that either he had 
never read the Scriptures at all, or not regarded 
them at all. This is the Hypotheſis of the Tri. 
nity, ſo altogether Antichriſtian, which He holds, 
and is ſo zealous to maintain by Church Cenſures 
againſt all, who differ from him. This is the 
Man ſo free in charging thoſe with Hereſy, who 
adhere to the Scripture-DoCtrine of the Trinity; 
whilſt he himſelf maintains real Hereſy ſhocking 
in the laſt Degree, and ſubverſive of the great 
fundamental Principle both of natural and re 
veal'd Religion, the Unity of God. Let him clear 
Himſelf of this Charge if he can; he has been 
admoniſh'd over and over about it, and muſt 
not think to clear himſelf by high Pretenſes and 
big Words ; calling his Adverſaries Names, and 
threatning what he wou'd do, if he had a compe- 
tent Authority. There is in this (I cannot but 
think) ſomething ſo preſumptuous and infamoul- 
ly aſſuming in a Man, who 1s, in his Circumſtances, 
and who is ſo deſervedly above all others, liable 
to every Cenſure that is due to the Teachers of 
falſe Doctrine, the Deluders of Chriſtians, and 
the Promoters of Contention, Strite and Diviſion, 
as is unparallel'd and even amazing. If he is ſo 
infatuated with the Love of Antichriſtian Error, 
as not to abide the Communion of faithful Chri- 
ſtians, the Door is open, and he may, with his de- 
juded Followers, leave that Church, which profel- 


ſeth the Scripture, and the Scripture only, to 15 
| . 
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che Rule of its Faith; and which has no Concern 


vith his Hypotheſis but to condemn it. 


Having made this general Remark upon his 


| Hiſtory of Hereſies, there is very little remains 
3 worth Notice. 1 8 


He fays (p. 247) * the Sum of Cerinthus's He- 


| «reſy was, that Jeſus and Chriſt were /wo Perſons.” 
This was neither the Sum, nor the groſſeſt Part, 
of his Hereſy. The Sum of his Hereſy really 
Vas, that having made Jeſus and Chriſt, or the 
Vord, two diſtinct Agents, or Perſons, he ſepa- 
rated them at the Paſſion, and affirm'd (as“ Ire- 
naus aſſures us) that Jeſus (only) ſuffer*d, and roſe 


from the dead, but that Chriſt remain*d impaſſible. The 


dum of his Hereſy and the very Eſſence of it, 
therefore, conſiſted in the denying that Chriſt really 
E ſuferd; in his making the Sufferings of Chriſt 
the Sufferings of a meer man, and denying the 
bee] Word, or Chriſt, to be paſſible. This is the 
E Hereſy which Jrenæus every where chargeth him 
and his Followers with, and very largely confutes 
up and down in his Writings. There was very 
good Reaſon for Dr. Vs dropping this principal 
Part of Cerinthus's Hereſy, and inſtead of it, amuſ- 
ing his Reader about other Points, quite foreign 
to the Purpoſe: indeed he wou'd have been much 
viſer had he drop'd. the whole, or ſaid nothing at 
All of Cerinthus; becauſe it is apparent, that Cerin- 
uss Hereſy is the very Image of his own in every 
Part of it. 


Cerinthus, he obſerves, made Jeſus (the humane 


Soul and Body) and Chriſt [the divine Werd] two 
j Perſons : very right; in Conſequence he did fo: 
and does not Dr. V. do the ſame? Does he not 
| ſuppoſe, the humane Soul and Body, or the Man 
| Jelus, to be as diſtin& a Perſon from the Word, 


* Jeſum paſſum eſſe & reſurrexiſſe ; Chriſtum autem impaſ. 
ſcbilem perſeyeriſſe, lib. 1. c. 26. edit. Maſſuet. 
5 the 
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the divine Perſon, as Cerintbus did? I defy him 


to ſhew any real Difference. Cerintbus held the 


two Perſons united at the Baptiſm of Chriſt, Dr. / 
holds them united about thirty Years before; and 


what ſignifies this Difference in a Point of meer 


Time? Two Agents, or Perſons, originally and 
in Nature, diſtinct and continuing to exiſt, are tuo 
Agents, and two Perſons, whether ſeparate or 
united; whether united at one Time or at another. 


So that in Cerinthbuss Scheme the divine ard hu— 


man Nature, Agent or Perſon, were as much one 
Agent or Perſon at the Baptiſm of Chriſt, as, in 
the Dy's Scheme, they were at the Birth of Chriſt; 
and are as much two Perſons in his Hypotheſis, a 


they were in that of Cerinthus. 


Again, Cerinthus ſeparated Chriſt from Jeſus, the 


divine from the human Perſon, at the Crucifixi 
on, that the human Perſon or Man Jeſus only 


might ſuffer ; the divine Perſon [Aye Word, or 
Chriſt, being, by him, thought impaſſible. In like 
manner, the Dr. ſuppoſes Chriſt, the divine Word, 
to be impaſſible, and the meer Man Jeſus only to 


ſuffer : he ſuppoſes the divine Perſon to be preſent 


only to the Syfferings of the meer Man Jeſus, but 
not really to partake of them, or to /uffer, any 
more than Cerinthys did. Cerinthus could not ſee, 
but, that if the Union continued, Chrij# muſt ſut- 
fer, whom he thought ip e; and therefore 
rather choſe to ſeparate the divine Perſon from 
the Human, than to make it pa//ible: Dr. W. thinks 
(more abſurdly in my Mind) that the Union might 
continue, and yet Chriſt not ſuffer: but both evi- 
dently agree in the main Point, which J[rengus 
condemn'd in Cerinibhus as an Antichriſtian Hereſy, 
namely, that the Man Feſus only ſuffer'd, and 
that Chriſt, the Word, remain'd impaſſible. And 
"tis farther obſervable, that he makes no Diffe- 
rence in this Hereſy, whether the Perſons, Je 

5 an 


e ee 


| (65) 
ind Chriſt were united or not. © * If (ſays he) 
they alledge that they are united, nevertheleſs 
© « they declare that the one only /uffer*d, and the 
E « Other remain'd impaſſible. ?. 

EF Had Cerinthus allow'd Chriſt the Word to be 
Z poſſible; and to have really ſuffer d, Irenæus wou'd 
not have charg'd him with Hereſy ; for he inſiſts 
vpon it as a fundamental Point, that Chrift the 
ford and Son of God did Þ really ſuffer ; and ar- 
gues that had the mere Man Jeſus only ſuſtain'd 
E the Sufferings, the Value of them wou'd have 
been greatly diminiſh'd, and he wou'd have fal- 
en ſhort of the Sufferings of his Martyrs, if he 
E their Lord and Maſter really ſuſfer'd notbing. f 
E The Dr. perhaps will ſay that the Man Jeſus, or 
the Human Soul and Body in Chriſt, were not an 
human Perſon, tho* they conſtitute a Perſon in 
© every other Man in the World: Cerintbus might 
| with equal Reaſon have ſaid the ſame, and been 
E laugh'd at for it; as Dr. W. has been ſufficiently 
© expos'd for making this || Pretenſe. And ſhou'd. 


= 
= 


4 


| he be ſo ridiculous as to ſay this again, there is 
; | * Et fi unitos eos dixerint, iterum oſtendunt eum "_—_ 
IE patticipaſſe paſſionem, hunc autem impaſſibilem perſeveraſle, Lib. 
3. . edit. Maſſuet. Z 

F. Mater oy u nt, Gn Inos o mdlwr vmy yuan, ö x- 


© wares iy nu, T e dures üs 0 N Te Os. Lib. 1. c. 1. 
Selk. 20, edit. Grab. 6 Ayes de odys Eyivero R e · 
© #14. c. 4. inviſibilis viſibilis factus, & incomprehenſibilis factus 
comprehenſibilis, & impaſſibilis paſſibilis, & verbum homo. — 8 
= alter quidem paſſus eſt, alter autem impaſſibilis manſit——gon 
t Anus ſed duo monſtrantur. lib. 3. c. 18. Here we ſee Irenaus 
WE charg'd Cerinthus with making Jeſus and Chriſt :wo Perſons, 
|- WE becauſe he ſuppos'd Jeſus the Man only to ſuffer, and Chriſt 
's the Word to be impaſſible ; which is exactly Dr. W's Notion. 
„, di enim non were paſſus eſt &c—— Patiens verbum Dei 
0 | Patris &c. vid. An not. ad Novat. p. 35} ————359. edis. 
Jack ſon. 5 1 8 

| See farther Remarks on Dr. I's farther Vindication, 
- IP 30=—a0, by Phil. Cant. 


* 


K Kill 
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fill no Difference between him and Cerinthy;, i 
the grand fundamental Point of the Sufferings 
Chriſt the Son of God. The Scripture ſays, 4, 
Lord of Glory was crucify'd (1 Cor. 2. 8.) that he 
who was in the Form of God=——humbled Himſel, 
and became obedient unto Death (Philip. 3. 6,8 
That the Captain of our Salvation was made perfei 
through Sufferings (Heb. 2. 10.) And as the Scrjp. 
ture never ſuppoſes Chriſt to be more than oy 
Perſon, ſo it every where ſuppoſes this one Per. 
fon Chriſt, the only-begotten Son of God, 9 
have ſuffer'd for our Salvation. This was the 
Doctrine of Jrenæus and * other Antients again 
the Hereſy of Cerinthus; and this Doctrine, with 
the Scripture and primitive Fathers, we profe 
againſt Dr. W's Notion. 5 

From what hath been obſerv'd it appears, that 
there is not one Egg more like unto another, than 
the Cerinthian Hereſy is to Dr. W's Oribodon); 
and therefore I reſerv'd Cerinthys to ſet him in the 
Doy's view, that in him he might ſee his own Face 
as in a Glaſs. i 

Another Thing to be obſerv'd is, that as be 
fore (p. 233.) the Dr. in Defenſe of his Notion, 
gave us a /purious Creed 3 fo here (p. 269.) he 
puts upon us a. ſpurious Text (1 Fob. 5. 7.) Tho 
the Text in itſelf, if it was genuine, is nothing u 
his Purpoſe, yet he muſt pardon me, if upon tit 
occaſion I put him in mind, inſtead of what &. 


* Oos dt zn 6 p Ty tν q a bv 51 n . 
g AO yYEyorevar df Nds ge GUN t, x wil N10 
In endes 78 bes hos By sx avrerappivite Tov your 
ovirflairorrev avrg. Juſt, Mart. Dial. p. 104. u khn pint 
voc iy 4X00) TH. TOV & 10 )ανν Ars G Gον³0 eh 
HaurëƷ⅛n. act οπ AOTON. ibid. p. 106. - e 
& dug Ts 08s AOTOE. Hippol, cont. Noet. p. 16. edit. Fabri. 
And in ſome Creeds, God the Father was peculiarly chan 
Reriz'd as being impaſſible,» * 
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Jubn does not ſay here, of what he really does 


© ay in another Place, I zeſlify to every one that 


— 


beareth the Words of the Prophecy of this Book, if 


* 


, 
* 


am) one ſhall add to them, God will lay upon him the 
© Plagues which are written in this Book. Rev. 22. 


7 


J 


=: 


©-.18 ; that he may be ſenſible of the Danger of 
E wilfully adding to the Word of God. That Text, 
E which our Reformers (tho? dubious about it) ad- 


E mitted, but printed in a different Character, to 
© fonify its being wanting in the Original, has ſince, 
Vatter the fulleſt Examination of it, been ſhewn 
to be an Interpolation in the ſacred Writ, with a 
Degree of Evidence as clear and ſtrong as ever 
was, or perhaps can be produc'd in a negative 


Point. It does not appear in any one Greek Ma- 
E mcript extant, that is genuine or known to be 


Folder than printing; beſides that ir is not once 
cited by any Antient Greek or Latin Writer, or 
ECommentater. So that a Scholar, or one who has 
Ethe leaſt Knowledge of Manuſcripts and Criticiſm, 
might be aſnam'd to alledge it. Nor is this all in 


D.. Ves Caſe. I have good Reaſon to believe 


i hat he was convinc'd that Sr. John really wrote no 
ſach Text, when he firſt entered into the Controver- 
Wy about the Doctrine of the Trinity; and that on 


Wis Account he did not alledge it in his Writings. 


What new Light he has ſince or lately receiv'd, I 
vill not pretend to know; but hope that if he has 
rceiv'd any, he will impart it unto us for our better 
nformation: and I ſhou'd be ſorry, if to ſerve 
b preſent Purpoſe, he has alledg'd it againſt the 
Lonviction of his Conſcience, This wou'd be 
raking himſelf an immoral profligate Heretic 

ed. 
Nothing farther in this long Chapter of the 
s remains to be obſerv'd but his ſaying (2. 319. 
that the Conduct of the Church with reſpect 
to the Praxeans, Noetians and Sabellians, is a 
K 2 ** Demon- 


—— 


Cn] _- 

1% Demonſtration of the Truth of his Notion 
** Theſe Men charg'd the Church as teaching 
$ three Gods, Then wou'd have been the Time, 
fe and muſt have been, for the Church to dechr 
(had they ever meant it) that the Father is Gy" 
I ſhou'd be glad to know how this Objection of 
Tritheiſm 1s to be anſwer*d upon his Notion. He i 
ſo cautious as not to tell us how he anſwers it, becau: 
he knows he cannot anſwer it; and had he ventur{ 
to tell us truly how the Antients anſwer'd the Ob. 

jection, it mult have appear'd that they anſwer'd i 
ſo, as to confute and condemn his Notion at the ſane 

Time. He muſt then be a perfect Novice in th 

Writings of the antient Church, that does n« 

know, or who does deny, that they did anſwer th: MW 

Objection of Tritheiſm by aſſerting the Unity in 

the Perſon of the Father. They did conſtant 
and jnvariably declare their Faith, that the Fatty 

only 15 God, i. e. God abſolutely [ @uT60e0g] by 
ſupreme underiv'd Power and Authority; which 

being in Him alone, he was therefore the on, 
only,” and rue God. They never anſwer'd the 0b 

jection by aſſerting the Father, Son, and Hi 
Ghoſt ta be one God, or the /ame Cod, or the | 

preme God ; or by ſaying that the Son and Hun 
were, diſtinctly, with the Father, each the 0% 

preme God; or three conſubſtantial divine Perſon, BF hi 

equal in Nature and all efſential Perfections: they vet 

ſo wiſe as to know, that the firſt of theſe Aﬀſertion 

was coming into the very Notion of their Adverk 
Ties, and was that Aſſertion for which Sabellius wi 
condemn'd by the Church as an Atheiſt * and oy 

F | al 


* He had preſum'd to aſſert Chriſt the Son of God to i! 
£m mevTwy 0535) God ſupreme over all; this was the {ant 
as to aſſert, that he was e Father; the Church not teachin 
25 other Perſon to be Ged ſupreme over all, but the Father 7 E 
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„ Fbemer; and that the latter was directly owning 
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chat Doctrine of Tritheiſm, with which the Sabell:ans 
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nad charg'd them. But they knew the Objection of 
three Gods cou'd not affect them, who taught that 
b the Father only, as being unoriginated, was the one ſu- 
| preme God, that the Son tho? God cou'd not divide 
tte Unity, becauſe he was not abſolutely and of Himſelf 
0d; becauſe he was begotten, deriv'd or pro- 
E duc'd, by the Mill and Power of God the Father; 
therefore was inferior to him in Nature and Per- 
ſedbions; and alwavs acted minſterially in Obedience 
| to the [aubevTiny egeoin] the Sovereign Authority of 
te one God and Father of all who is above all. 
This was the Anſwer which the antient Church 
made to the Objection of Tritheiſm, and it is the 
true Anſwer *. The Senſe of the Antients I have 
25 


thrown 


And had they who taught the Son to be a diſtin Perſon from 
the Father, at the ſame Time taught, that he was God ſupreme 


over all, they knew they muſt have taught zwo Gods, and have 
© renounc'd Chriſtianity thereby; being aſſur'd from Reaſon, as 
nell as from Scripture, that two Perſons, ſupreme over all, were 


undoubtedly zwo Gods. This Dr. V. never conſider'd, and, 


zs it ſeems, never will. See Euſeb. Eccleſ. Theclog. lib. 2, c. 4. 


Nos autem '#num & ſolum verum Deum Doctorem ſequen- 


tes gui in noviſſimis temporibus Filium fuum maniteſta- 
Vit. Iren. lib. 4. & 69, Solus unus Deus fabricator— 
hic Deus. lib. 2. c. 5 5. Ipſo Domino Patrem tantum Deum & 
Dominum eum, qui ſolus eſt Deus & dominator omnium, tra- 
dente diſcipulis. 146. 3. c. 9. Quid erit wnicum & ſingulare niſi 
aui nihil adæquabitur? quid principale, niſi quod ſuper omnia, 
niſi quod ante omnia, & ex quo omnia? Hac Deus ſolus ha- 
bendo eſt, & ſolus habendo nus eſt. Tertul. adv. Hermog. c. 4. 
Si filius fuerit ei cujus monarchia ſir, non ſtatim dividi eam & 
Monarchiam eſſe deſinere, fi particeps ejus adſumatur & Filius: 
ſe proinde illius eſſe Principaliter, a quo communicatur in fili- 
Im. adv. Prax. c. 3. Si enim natus non fuiſſet, innatus 
| <4#4t1one in utroq; oſtenſa, duos faceret innatos, & ideo duos 
| faceret Deos. Novat. c. 31. ſee the whole Chapter. e 38 
bnd n wr ev AYTOOEOS 6 eos tc, & c. Orig. Com. in 
Je. p. 46. b Wo beds evt un Sivar Toy mas do Un⁰ννei 
Mums & If 53 d IO TIMO TS dung be:douela, Kc Euſeb. 


hic Pater, 


Eccleſ. 


(70) 

thrown into a Note below, for the Uſe of th, MW 
Learned Reader; and ſhall conclude this Head - 
with Athanaſius's own Anſwer to the ObjeQtian, 
who was not altogether ſo deeply immers'd en 0 
Tritbeiſin as Dr. W. is. * The Father does al | © 
« Things By bis Word, In the Holy Spirit; ad | 
thus the Unity of the holy Trinity is preſerv'd; WF N 
* and thus there is oe God preach'd in the Church, WW ._ 
eo is above all, and through all, and in all: Au | 
all as being the Father, the Original and Fu. 
© tain; Through all By [Through] his Word; 5 
in all in the Holy Ghoſt, This Doctrine, he 


. 35 2 
** adds, was deliver'd from the Beginning, and n 
is the Faith of the Catholic Church, which ws WF mi 


„given by the Lord; which the Apoſtly {Wc 
„ preach'd ; and the Fathers preſerv*d : on this 
the Church is founded; and he that falls away 
from this [Faith] can neither be, nor be eſteem g 
„ a Chriſtian.” And it mult be confeſs'd, that 4- bs 
thanaſius never contradicted this, by venturing to fe 
aſſert that the Son was abſolutely he one or only C,. be 
But now what ſays Dr. V., for the Church, to bj 
the Objection of Tritheiſm? He has nothing at an 
all to ſay to the Point, and therefore he ſays; Wa, 
They diſtinguiſb'd themſelves off from Sabellianiſm, War 
„ but ſo as to avoid the other extreme after. 
* wards calPd Arianiſm.” How poor, low, and Wee, 
unſcholar-like, is this Defenſe of the antient mi 
Church ? as if they had nothing to ſay for them. Wh. 
ſelves, but like a modern ſcholaſtic Quibbler in WC 
guiſbd themſelves off, as he wou'd do if he cou'd. Wi 


Eccleſ. Theolog. lib. 2. c. 7. Auctoritate innaſcibilitatis Dew 
unus eſt. Hil. de Sy nod. Veteres Deum Patrem, eo quod Pri 
cipium, Cauſa, Auttor & Fons Filii ſit, anum illum & /oun 
Deum appellare non funt veriti: fic enim ipſi patres Nicæni & 
ordiuntur ſuum Symbolum ; credimus in unum Deum, Patren 
omnipotentem, &c. Def. F. N. a Bullo. F4 co 1. 

Eßpiſt. 1. ad Serap. ; 


Why 


Ps, 
54 
9 


does he not let his Reader know from their 


by it, tho' it is certain (as I have already ſhewn, 
and ſhall farther prove preſently) that it is a Do- 
1 KLrine which they deteſted as the rankeſt Hereſy, 
and as bad as Atheiſm. | 3 
His ſeventh Chapter (p. 355—467.) which is to 


might have been of ſome Service to his Cauſe, had 
be ſhewn before, that the Fathers of the antient 
Church, in their Creeds or Writings, had ever 
Ecountenanc'd it: but fince he is not able to ſhew 
ſo much as an Appearance of any Evidence from 
them on his Side, the Uſe and Value of Eccleſi- 
Bſtical Antiquity only ſerves to expoſe and con- 
demn the more a Doctrine, which is utterly op- 
Polite to the conſtant, unanimous, and univerſal 


I hath 


Senate de n 
2 ä 


ſhew the Uſe and Value of Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, 


Þcnſe of the primitive Church. What is here faid 


71 

hath been in good Meaſure already prov'd ; but i 
order to a Concluſion, I will briefly ſet before the 
Reader the Senſe of the antient Church, with re. 
ſpect ro the Doctrine of the Trinity, in their In. 
terpretation of ſome principal Texts of Scripture 
relating to it. And this will give me very li. 
tle Trouble. And to ſhew how fair I intend to 
be, I will begin with the Conſideration of thoſe 
Texts which he thinks moſt to his Purpoſe. 

John 1. 1, 2, 3. In the Beginning was the Mor 
and the Word was with God, and the Word was Cod; 
the ſame was in the Beginning with God : all Thing 
were made by him, &c. . 

In the Interpretation of thefe Words, tho eaſy 
enough in themſelves, there are ſeveral Thing 
obſervable. ” 7 
1}, Here are indiſputably two diſtinct divine 
Agents, two acting Beings, according to Dr, / 
own Senſe, who owns that a Perfon is an intellign 
Agent . One of the Perſons, ſtibd the Word, is d. 
ſtinguiſh'd from the other ſtil'd abſolutely (6 def 
Cod; as having been with God in the Beginning, 
i. e. of the Creation of the World; and as being 
the Perſon | by (3:4 thro*) whom all Things were 

made, | 

2dly. It is obſervable, that St. Jobn does not here 
ſtile the Word God, or ſay that be is God (as neither 
doth he ſay ſo any where elſe) but ſays, that in 
the Beginning he was God; meaning (as all tht 
Antients have obſerv'd) that before his Incarnation, 
and from the Beginning of the World, he was God, 
or the divine Perſon who appear'd to Adam, the 
Patriarchs, &c. as the Meſſenger, Word, Angel and 
Repreſentative of the moſt bigh God; of Him whom 


* Second Defenſe, p. 175, 366, 367. . py 
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(73) 
St. John here ſtyles emphatically and. abſolutely 
( de3g) God; appearing and acting miniſterially in 


the Name, and by the Authority, of the ſupreme 
E God : becauſe it was impoſſible in itſelf, and impious 


| co ſuppoſe the moſt high God, the God of the Uni- 


-*%þ . 
0 
5 1 


verse, whom no one hath ſeen or can ſee, 1 Tim. 6. 


16. to appear Himſelf in Perſon. This Cha- 
E rafter the Word laid aſide, when he was made 
Hleſß, v. 14. but inſtead of it receiv'd a greater, 
more glorious, and divine Name, being then de- 
dar'd the only begotten of the Father, and our Lord 


und Saviour. 


This was a more eminent Character than being 


nerely the Word of God, who as being the Angel of 
Cod, and the Revealer of his Will, had been ſtil'd 
Cod. Other Angels had the Title of God given 
tem; but unto which of the Angels ſaid he at any 
E Time, Thou art my Son, &c. Heb, 1. 5, And when 
E Chriſt was inveſted with this Character of the only- 
© begotten, then it was commanded, that all the Angels 
© of God ſhowd worſhip him, v. 6. And after his 
Keſurrection from the Dead, when all Power was 
given him both in Heaven and Earth, he then was 
declar'd to be the Son of God with Power; was 
> vighly exalted, and had a Name given him which 
© i: above every Name, that every Tongue ſhou'd con- 
, that Feſus Chriſt is Lord (of Angels as well 
as Men) 10 the Glory of God the Father, Phil, 2. 
9, 11. Having a Perſonal Dominion given him, 


and being conſtituted, as Son of God, the Head 


| over all Things to the Church, he was then made 


* Cujus aucłoritate & nomine ipſe erat Deus viſus eft 


8 ſemper ex auctoritate Patris. Tertull. In nomine Dei variè vi- 
| ſu patriarchis, Tertull. Aran 73 Tegounoy 5% wlęqc 
weis oh GAwWy ng agg). vero eis 297 * <3 er re Tg 


| 74 bes, Theoph, ad Autolyc, Toy wiv deôr 


Jay , d 


j WAY ye N rareoo uy. Sy nod. Antioch. adv. Paul. Samo ſai. 
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1 | | | 'Lord 


why S/. John choſe to ſay of the Word, not that 


ſame God with Him, with whom he was in the Be. 


ſtale exploded Pretenſe, that if he is not he an: 


( 74) 
Lord over all, which imply'd his being God in 3 
far higher Senſe, than when he acted from the 
Beginning, merely miniſterially as the Angel of 
God and Word of God. This ſhews the Reaſon 


be is, but that he was God. 

3. The Evangeliſt ſays, all Things were mad 
By (84 through) Him; that is, he was the ni. 
niſterial Agent, By whom God made the World; 
whence it is infer*d, that he was really ſubordinate, 
in Power and Authority, to him who is ſtil'd Gd 
( bes) abſolutely ; and who by Original, Supreme, 80 
underiv'd Power, made all Things By bis Mord. ch 

Where is the Hereſy of this Expoſition ? Or BW C. 
who can find out from the Words of the Apoſtle, i 
that the Word who was with God, and By un 
all Things were made, is (as Dr. W. inviolal\ p. 
maintains, p. 470.) the ſame God with the Father; the 
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ginning 3 the ſame God with Him Who made all 3 Ger 
Things By Him? This is Dr. Wi's avow'd Senſe; 
for which he gives no better Reaſon than the WR | 


God with the Father, he muſt be another God, and 
in Conſequence there muſt be #wo Gods (p. 472.) 
as much as to ſay, that Chriſt muſt either be the 
ſame God, i. e. the ſame Agent or Perſon with the 
Father, or elſe, if God at all, he muſt be another 
diſtinct, equally ſupreme, unoriginated Agent, 
Perſon or God; which indeed and nothing elſe, 
as hath been fully ſhewn, is properly two God, 
and was always ſo underſtood by the antient 
Church. | | 5 
Dr. V. himſelf does not really mean, that the I fin. 


Son is the /ame God, i. e. the fame individu WM 6% 


Being or Agent, with the Father; he makes Him Dor 
as much a diſtinct acling Subſtance or Agent, u abvv 
his Oppoſers do, If then he is not thus 4% Jon Hin 


(75) 

cd with the Father in Dr. Hs Senſe, how will 
Dr. W. himſelf avoid that Conſequence, which he 
charges on his Adverſaries Notion, of making tͥ⁰ 
Gids? If he ſays that the Union of the diſtinct 
ating Subſtance of rhe Son, or of his Perſon, ta 


Father makes them the ſame God, his Adverſaries 
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playing with Words without Senſe, as he does 
and intimate an Union between the Father and the 
bon, as Dr. W. does or can do. But they know 


that % Gods, howſoever united, are as much wo 
© Gods as if not united, they are and muſt be wo 


Father and Son wo Gods, as much as his Op- 


© two Gods, making them ſo in the ſtrict and proper 
© Senſe of Ditheiſm, as making them two equal, ſu- 


On the other Hand his Adverſaries are clear 
of this Charge. For as the _ (and even Men) 
whom the Scripture tiles Gods, are neither the 
© ame God with the one God the Father, nor are 


God the Father make many Gods; becauſe they 
| are the Miniſters of the one God, and act by 


| by being ſtil'd God, who is the Son of God, and 


ent acts in Obedience to the Vill of him his Father 
and God, make it be infer'd either that he is the 

ame God with the Father, or that there are wo 
Jul Cod. It is the Sovereign unoriginated Power and 


‚ A above all, from whom Men and Angels and the San 
„ Himſelf is deriv'd, and wen whom they menge 


the diſtinct acting Subſtance, or Perſon, of the 
© (if they wou'd take the 3 of quibbling and 
might ſay the ſame ; for they ſuppoſe as cloſe 


© united Gods, So that Dr. W. is plainly entangled 
in his own Objection, and not only makes the 
E poſers do; but much more does he make them 


© preme, independent Agents, i. e. two ſupreme Gods, 
© other Gods in Diſtin&ion to him, or with the one 
his Authority: ſo much more neither does Chriſt, 


| Sent by the one God the Father, and who always 


Dominion of the one God and Father of all, wwbo is 
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that Power and Authority, on Account of which 
they are call'd Gods, that preſerves the Unity of 
God and Monarchy of the Univerſe in his Perſog, 
who is alone Supreme over all. TT 

Next he invidiouſly, and alſo inconſiſtently 
charges his Adverſaries with making the Wil 
or Chriſt, @ Creature of the great God. (p. 471, 
For if they make him a Creature, how contr; 
dictory is it to charge them at the ſame Time 
with making him another God? For how ſhoy'd 
the Word, if a Creature ftiPd God, be another Gil 
or make with the Father /wo Gods, any more 
than Angels, who are Creatures ſtil'd Gods, make 
with the Father many Gods? He is not aware 
what a foul Imputation he caſts upon the Scrip- 
tures by the inconſiſtent Charge, which thro! ; 
blind and perverſe Zeal he throws upon his Op 
poſers; who ſay no more than the Scripture ſays 
and build all their Faith upon it. 
Again, How does he prove that his Oppoſer 
make Chriſt a Creature? Or what does he mea 
by their making him @ Creature? Do they fy, 
or does any Thing they ſay imply, that the 9. 
or Word of God is one of thoſe Creatures which 
God made By Him? This is too abſurd a Charge 
for even Dr. W. himſelf to lay upon them. Are 
there then other Creatures beſides thoſe which were 
made By the Word? let him tell us who they 
are, and where they are mention'd. Therefore i 
is very unfair in Dr. W. to charge his Adverſaris 


Voith making the Son of God a Creature, becauſe 


they do not think him to be the oye God and H. 
ther of all. It is alſo very inconjiſtent ; becauſe i 
there is no Medium between the one Supreme 
Unoriginated God and a Creature, then D.. V. who 
does not ſay, nay, who in Words [how contri 


io ſoever] denys the Son of God to be ur: 


-ginated, does himſelf allo make him a Creaturt, 
8 | < 35 


(77 ) 
is well as bis Oppoſers do: but if there is a Me- 
aum between the one ſupreme unoriginated God 
and 4 Creature, then the Oppoſers of Dr. V. beg 
© his Leave to think and to lay, | that Chriſt the 
1 and Son of God, is ſuch a * middle Perſon : 
and why does not. Dr. W. lay (as he thinks his 
J Adverſaries ſay or ought to ſay) in plain Terms, 
either that the Son of God is unoriginated, unbe- 
dalen, and underiv'd, or that he is a Creature? 


| Having thus ſhewp the Interpretation of the 
WE Text before us, and withal how abſurd Dr. V's 
1 Explication of it is, and alſo how weak, frivo- 
1 boss, and contradictory, his Inferences are againſt 
our Interpretation; I proceed to ſer before the 
; | Reader the full Senſe of the antient Church, on 
s Text, that he may judge thereby whether 
. | Dr. bs. Explication, or that which I have given, 
. MW is moſt agreeable to the Senſe of the antient Church. 
| And in this matter I will chuſe, out of Favour to 
Dy. V., to begin with the Expoſition of the moſt. 
n WW |:arned Origen, becauſe Dr. W. aſſures us (p. 310.) 
„ that “ Origen's Or thodoxy in the Article of Chriſt's 
Divinity has been Man vindicated, and 
c © clear'd from all reaſonable Exception.“ I deſire 
7 bel remember that he has ſaid this; for I in- 
re tend to give him enough of Origen, whom, Laſſure 
re elk admire for his Orthodoxy, as much as he 
2 can do. 
8 | Origen then fays upon the Text, Je Word 
s 0 with God, and again, the Word was God. 
uk 


n 9 the s Biſhop of Alexandria who con- 
| demned Arius, ſays expreſly, that the only begotten Son of God 
i middle Nature between the. unbegotten Father, and thoſe 
Creatures which he made By the Word. Aver arc of aa , 
66 Kare dr ein fun meleys dani A xn un 
Tm 0:4 oy muy Nee 5 G ονοννν, ar MEZITETOTZA 
my KS ; POevis, d iis T% GA Gs wk din Sreingw © mah? 
7 Epift, apud Theodoret. Hiſt, Eccle/. lib. 1. c. 4. 
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(78). | 
« Jobn very carefully, and as not being ignor b 
Of the accurate Nature of the Greek Language, WW 6 
* ſometimes uſeth the Articles, and ſometima i } 
« omits them: adding the Article in the Appel BF l 
lation, (6 A5yog) the Word; but in the Appl WW Þ 
e lation (06) God, ſometimes adding it, ani WW  ? 
„ ſometimes, for Diſtinction ſake, omitting ir. * = 
« He applies the Article when the Title God dt. 
* notes Him, who is the unoriginated Authir 
* Univerſe ; but he drops it when the Word l 
« calld God, And as in thefe Places (of the E. 
„ vangeliſt) there is a Diſtinction made between 
„ him who is ab/o/utely God ( beds) and Him wh 
is fimply (dee) God; ſo obſerve whether there is 
<* not the like Difference between he Word (d V 
with the Article, and the Word (Xvyog) with 
« out the Article: for as he who is the God mv 
all is God abſolutely [8 0:06] and not ſimply Gu 
[geg] ſo the Fountain of that Reaſon which is in 
every rational Being, is abſolutely Reaſon (d My, 


La 


the particular Reaſon of every rational Being 6 
not being ſtil'd properly, and in like manner, the 
% with the Fountain of Reaſon [6 Me] abſolute) oa 
KReaſon.— To thoſe who apprehended it might WW m1 

bs bn wiv 58 To agheov, 3s 6 O8o5 oropane i Wi was 
F aywnrs Ti0TETHU IH Joy aims nwna Js euro ee 0My0 Vit 
0:35 ovorual'smru. ws Ns Napier nam Tres Tos Toms 0 « , 
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ov Tem 38 0 emi man dess O OEO'Z, d&ð ds h, 
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a4 hör G, O AO'TOS. The Force of Origen's Reaſon- 
ing cannot be ſo clearly underſtood without ſome Knowledge 
of the Greek Language, in which the Articles are often ve) 
emphatical. But his Senſe is evident, that God the Father only 
is abſolutely God over all; and the Word barely ſtil'd God; 
the Difference between them being, according to Origen, the 
ſame, as between the Word, whom he ſuppoſes the Fountain o 
that inferior Reaſon which is in rational Beings, and the ir 
ferior Reaſon of thoſe rational Beings, as ho expreſly aſter 
wards ſays. Cem. in Joh. p. 46, 47. EP 


0 


a be infer'd from the 1 of God being aſcrib'd 
e both to the ſupreme God over all, and to the 
| « Ward, that there were ?wo Gods, he remarkabl 

| « ſays, that he who is God ſelf-exiſtent is (alone) 
| & Moray: and abſolutely Cod; wherefore our Sa- 
| « yiour ſays, in his Prayer to the Father, hat they 
F may know thee, the only true God. But every Be- 
ing, beſides him who is God /zlf-exiſten!, receiving 
| « his Divinity by Communication from him, is 
„ not (6 Geog) God abſolutely ; but may more pro- 
« perly be ſtil'd (geo) a divine Perſon.” He adds, 
„There was He who is abſolutely God, and He 
ho is imply God; then Gods in a twofold 
« Senſe [viz. Angels, who are Gods by Participa- 
] « tion of Divinity, or thoſe who are call'd Gods, 
but really are not, i. e. the Heathen Deities] the 
|* ſuperior Order of which Deities [the Angels] 
eig exceld by God the Word, who is Himſelt 
0 excelPd by Him, who is abſolutely the God of 1 the 
| Univerſe,” 

Euſebius, the Learned Biſhop of Calires, makes 
the ſame Diſtinction between the Word who is 
| Grd ſimply and without the Article, and the Fa- 
| ther who is God abſolutely with the Article. Mar- 
| clus Biſhop of Aucyra had aſſerted that Chriſt 
vas [6 Oeog] God abſolutely 3 Euſebius oppos'd him 
| vith the Paſſage of S.. Johr before us, obſerving, 
+ that according to the Pretence of Marcellus, 


the 
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6800 
the Saying in the Beginning was the Word (6 1 


& vos) wou'd be the ſame as to ſay, in the Begin 


„ ning was (6 0:0) he who is God abſolutely ; and 
<« the Saying, and the Word was with God, the 
©< ſame as to ſay, he who 1s God abſolutely Was 
% with Him who is God abſolutely or, according 
* to Dr. M., the ſame God was with the ſaw 
„ God] and the Saying, the Word was God, the 
„ ſame as to ſay, that he who is (6 bzog) God 6. 

« ſolutely, is (0z9;) ſimply God, i. e. God not 6. 
% ſolutely. All which he concludes, is incon/itet 
and abſurd,” The Reaſon he adds is, that the 
Word, being not unoriginated as the Father is, can 


not be abſolutely God ; therefore the Evangeliſt i 1 


did not ſtile him God abſolutely with the Article 
leſt it ſhould be infer'd that he was ſupreme God. 
Methodius fays ; © + that the Word, By whon 

ce all Things were made, is the Original of other 
Things, next after the Father, who is his 10. 
e ginated Original: 1 

Having ſeen how the moſt learned of the An- 
tients underſtood and diſtinguiſn'd upon th 
firſt Verſe of St. John's Goſpel, never in the leal 
imagining the Word or Son to be the ſame Gui 
with the Father, or the ſupreme God, whom they con 
ſtantly declar'd to be the Father only; I ſhall next 
ſhew, that in their Explanation of the third Verſe 
all things were made by him, they unanimouſly ut 
derſtood the Word, or Chriſt, to be the miniſter 
Agent; who, in the Creation of the World, adde 
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% (principal) Place, but always the ſecond 
Place thus therefore, if here all Things are 
„ made By the Mord, they are not (originally) 
of the Word ; but are (originally) OF him, who 
«+ is /yperior to, and greater than, the Word: and 
hat other can this Perſon be but the Father?“ 
i WW 0rigen's Maſter, Clemens of Alexandria, had ſaid 


before him, ** + There is one unbegotten Being, 
Coll ſupreme over all; and one firſt-begotten Be- 
ing, By whom all Things were made — for as 
% Pier writes, there is indeed but one God, who 
« made (or conſtituted) the Beginning of all 
Things, meaning his Firſt-born Son,” who is the 
| B-rinning of the Creation of God, Kev. 3. 14. 

| Jrenaus, contemporary with Clemens, upon the 


„Words fays ; || © By him (of or from him, as the 
J ; N efficient 
a : | | 
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leres ye cet, Strom. G. p- 644. edit. Pariſ. In this Paſſage 
[1 haye render'd the Word envinow, made or conſtituted, it not 


Obſervation upon it, in which of the Senſes Clemens underſtood 
it; tho jt is certain that mew7oyoyop here is with him the ſame 
5 TewToKTISOv, fir ſt created elſewhere: and 'tis well known, 
that he believed the Son to be a Creature. And yet his Ortho- 
dory is no more to be doubted of than his Scholar Origen's, for 
Whoſe Orthodoxy Dr. V. is a Voucher. 50 

| AB eo qui ſuper omnes eſt Deus & conſtituta ſunt & fafta 
ER yerbum ejus, Johannes quidem fic ſignificayit omnia 
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appearing, I think, certainly from the Paſſage, and Clemens's 
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(83 } j 
efficient Cauſe) who is God over all, they ven 0 
both appointed and made (per) By, or This, b. 
his Word” [as the miniſtring Cauſe] For h N van 
there obſerves; © David added, he command hic 
and they were created: whom then did he con. Nen 
e mand? namely, the Word, By [ per, Thron 
« whom the Heavens were made.” SY Tf 
And according to {renzus, * He who t 
* manas is greater and ſuperiour to him who is un. WW 0 
* handed; becauſe the one bears Rule, and th; = 
ther is Sject.“ | X w 
Again, Clemens of Alexandria having afferte!, 0 
the Father to be the firſt or ſupreme Cauſe in tt MF« 1; 
Creation, adds, T that the Son is the ſei WF A 
% Cauſe, By hom all Things were made accord Neem 
ing to the Will of the Father,” 1 
Theophilus, Biſhop of Antioch, ſays, * Gd al 
* had the Word to be the Miniſter of thoſe Thing i 
« which were made by him (as the efficient Caule) E 
and made all things By hin!? „ 

And Tertullian,“ The Son was the Perſon Wi 
*« who always afpear'd, conver,*d and ated, by te , 
* Authority and Will of the Father, becauſe, WM, , 
* Son can do nothing of himfeif, (Jo. 5. 19.) —thu Wh, 
all things were made By the Son.” Ky 
| | Wes Ai 
per eum facta ſunt. ——— David adjecit: quoniam iple Wi 555 
præcepit & creata ſunt, exc. Cui ergo PRACEPIT ? VERBO WP”: © 
ſcilicet, PER quod, inquit, Cceli firmati ſunt, exc. P/ al. 33. . 4 | 
6. ] lib. 3. c. 8. es | | Sag 
* Te xD 7% AN ⁰E]α wal Ts N xversTeO, in! WIR. 
. AY res, 70 Is TegTETANTUL. (leg. vel. cell, = 
vel ut edit. Maſſuet. “] Ü ö KT) lib. 1. c. 9. 1 
+ To giv e eg, Ot & ave 2% x Gem n N a 
TUT006- Strom. 5. p. 598, edt. Pariſ. : | a 
+ Tov Toy A % Ee UTegyov TOY UT" duTs YEyEruir; br 
A At auTs Ta T4174 ,,,. ad Autolyc. p. 81. / 0 
Filius viſus eſt ſemper, & Filius converſatus eſt ſemper, « Wi 0 
Filius operatus eſt ſemper, ex auctoritate Patris & voluntat., * 
quia Filius nihil a ſemetipſo poteſt facere ſic omnia per Filum * 
facta ſunt. Adv. Plax. c. 157. * 
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EB C7 
| Origen explaining the Words of the Pſalmiſt 
T Pl. 33. 9.) for be ſpake, and they were made, he com- 


© nanded, and they were created, as the Greek Tranſ- 


E« manded the firſt-born of every Creature, and 
Es they were created —,” whence, he ſays, 
It appears, that the Word, being the Miniſter of 
E« the Creator, fram'd the World.“ 

E On the ſame Account, he ſays, in another Place; 
The Son is the immediate Framer, and, as it 
„ere, Artificcr of the World, but the Father, in 
„ commanding the Word his Son to make the 
% World, is rimarily Creator.“ ” N 
And the Council of Autioch, who met to con- 
dem Paul of Samoſata, declare their Faith ſaying; 
We believe, that he (the Son) having been 


- 
. 


in the Creation of the Univerſe.” 


The Evangeliſt, in ſaying ſometimes that 
5 A 2 the 
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Non alium oſtendit tunc adfuiſſe Deo cui præciperentur hæc o- 
era ut fierent, niſi eum per quem facta ſunt omnia, c. Novat. 
7. edit. Jacłſon. 
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E ation has it; ſays, The unbegotten God com- 
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always with the Father, fulfilPd the Father's Mill 


4 Euſebius in like manner diftinguiſheth and ſays, - 


„ (34). 
, s the World. fometimes that all Things wer 
c made By (d through) Him, ſhews the mij 
« terial Agency of God the Word; for where 
„he might have ſaid that all Things were mag 
« [ur aurs | by bim (or of Him) as the efficien 
«© Cauſe, he does not ſo expreſs it, but thus; 
all Things were made By Him [as the mini. 
4 terial Cauſe] that fo he might refer us to th 
ce ſupreme efficient Power of the Father, as th 
„Maker of the Univerſe.” Again, How | 
<« jt be conſiſtently ſaid, all Things were mad 
«'By Him, if he is the ſame Being with the Fr 
ce ther? For he does not ſay that all Things wer 
| c made [vr dvr8] by Him [as the efficient Cauf 
| „ nor OF Him; but that they were made [44 
[ | « By Him, which implies his mni/{erial Agency-i 
c another Perſon being the Maker, and He . 
c niſtring to him. So that we muſt look for ans 
| ce ther Perſon, who is abſolutely he Maker f 
| « Univerſe, even that Perſon. who gave Subſiſtens 
[ * to all Things By [Sia] Him who is herefſti! 
| «© God. ——* which being ſo, we muſt of N: 
„ ceſſity acknowledge, that he whom the Ew 
„ geliſt ſtiles God, is not /he God ſupreme nt 
| „ all; neither the Father, but his only beg 
| „ „ 


70, urs d Navornonuive Gb Le Cureiy A d i 
d + dle Ts Jeoroyuuirs TH mavTa UmISNOY pgyoy, ibid. l.: 
| | c. 14. The force of this Reaſoning of all the learned Anti 
: appears very ſtrong to thoſe who underſtand Greek and Law 
1 for it is a Soleciſm and Abſurdity in Language to ſay, tha 
Things were made [M 78 08] By him who is God abſolut) 


ſt 5 

| or the ſupreme God. ; = 
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Hence again the ſame Euſebius ſays, that Chriſt 


is [0:05] God, but not [6 xp hes] * the ſupreme 
Cod. And the primitive Council of Antioch, met 
ö againſt Paul of Samoſala, declare it | impious to 
E think, that the Son, who is the ge! of the Fa- 
E ther, can be abſolutely ihe God of the Univerſe 
for that is to ſuppoſe the God of the Univerſe 


; might be an Angel and ſent. £Eujebius ſays the 


E fame: and Juſtin Martyr frequently affirms, that 
the Sou of God, who appear'd to the Patriarchs, Ec. 
vas not f abſolutely the Maker of the Univerſe ; but 
bis Angel, who miniſter'd to the Will of the ſupreme 
E Maker of the Univerſe. „ | | 

I Baſil himſelf, an Athanafian, agrees to this 


| J Doctrine. Let no one (ſays he) think that I af- 
IF © firm, that there are three Supreme Agents. 


for there is but one Original of Things, who 
created them By the Son, and perfected them 
ain the Spirit- —you underſtand then there are 
| © three Beings, The Lord who commanded ; the 
= * Word who created; the Holy Ghojt who eftabliſÞ*d 
| © ſthe Things created.] 

| And Cyril of Jeruſalem ſays, * * when the Fa- 
ther 40i1/d that all Things ſhou'd be made, the 
| © Son created all Things at the Command of the 


* Dem, Evang. p. 227. 
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& Father. That the Father's Command might ſe. 
« cure to him his ſupreme Authority ; and that the 
« Son might have Power over the Works which 
« he himſelf had made.” 13 

And our own Bi/bop Bull confeſſeth, T Tha 
« the Doctrine, that the Father, as /upreme Mal. 
* er giving his Commands, created all Things b 
e his Son, executing the Command and Mill gf 
« the Father, is ſo far from being Arian, that 
c even thoſe Catholic Writers who liv'd after the 
« Council of Nice, and alſo were the moſt ear. 
e neſt Oppoſers of the Arian Doctrine, made no 
<« Scruple to profeſs it every where in their Wri. 
e tings.” 


Laſtly, as to the Objection of 400 Gods, we 


have already ſhewn the Senſe of the Primitive 


Church, which is, that the Father only being un. 
originated and abſolutely ſupreme over all, there is, 
and can be, 10 other God beſides Him. Two God, 


in propriety of Speech, in the Account of Religion, 


and in the Senſe of the Antients, are Wo ynorigi- 
nated, two co-ordinate, 1wo equal, two ſupreme, di 


vine Perſons or Gods. 


The next Text to be conſider'd is Heb. 1. v. 8, 
9, 10. In the Expoſition of which Dr. W. (to ſerve 
his own Hypotheſis) differs entirely from the An- 


tients, whom he ſeems not to have conſider'd or 
conſulted at all. He alledges (p. 490.) againſt the 
Plea, that the Words God even thy Cod, v. 9. ar- 


gue ſome Inferiority of God the Son; againſt this 


he alledges that the Son is conſider'd as Man, 


* Certe 2 Patre tanquam ſummo opifice quaſi imperante, 


per Filium Patris juſſionem ac voluntatem exequentem, creata 


fuiſſe omnia, adeo Arianum non eſt, ut etiam Catholici Doc- 
tores, qui poſt Concilium Nicenum vixerunt, quiq; Ariane 
hrereſis acerrimi impugnatores fuere, paſſim illud in ſeriptis fs 


Alſirmare non ſint veriti, Def. F, Ne Seck. 2. c. 9. $ 10. 


« and 
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and in his State of Humiliation.” But what 
ſay the Antients ? 


ſreneus upon the Place (P/. 45. 6, 7.) ſays, * 


« The Spirit hath characteriz d both the Perſons 
„ with the Title, God; both the Son who is 
« anointed, and the Father who anoints him.“ 
In Agreement with Trenæus Origen ſays, Þ 
« that the Prophet declares that ibis God, whoſe 
Throne is for ever and ever, is anointed by 
„ God who is bis God.“ 

And Euſebius of Cæſarea, + He who is de- 
„ clar'd to be God, is ſaid to love Righteouſneſs 
and hate Iniquity, and for this Cauſe is anointed 


c 
, 


Again, I wherefore, He who is the ſupreme 
« God, and a Greater God, and alſo thy God, 
E * hath anointed Thee, O God; ſo that he who 


, W © anoints is much Superior to him who is anoint- 
| W 99 | | 

3 

„His ſecond Pretenſe is (p. 488.) © that the 
Words (v. 10.) Thou, Lord, in the Beginning haſt 
- WE © {aid the Foundation af the Earth, &c. are ſaid of 

| © God the Son, who is alſo Febovah in the Pſalm, 

5 


chan thoſe are?“ And ſo he goes triumphantly 
n ä 

- © Vrroſq; Dei appellatione ſignavit Spiritus, & eum, qui 
is | ungitur, Filium ; & eum qui ungit, id eſt, Patrem, lib. 3. c. 6. 
= i } Kaſavies In Oe ownor 6 creeime, & 5 bb: Ley os 


= 
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on, 


| « &c by another Greater God, who is his Father.“ 
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from whence theſe Words are taken.” He adds, 
e © Cou'd there be any Words thought on either 
- WW  plainer or ſtronger, ro expreſs a proper Efficiency 


—— 
2 
— — 


— — — mn 5 


the Father. And there is no Reaſon at all to think 


ea quæ molitus eſt, opera enim manuum tuarum, inquit, 0 


(83) 


on, as if he thought he had really prov'd ſome. WW yo! 
thing: not conſidering all the while, that hej the 
only labouring to make St. Paul contradi& hin. WM pe 
ſelf, who had ſaid juſt before v. 2. that God mai: bis 
the Worlds [di By his Son las the winiſtring I an. 
Cauſe] whom be appointed Heir of all Thirgs, ; th: 
this like making the Son the ſupreme Jehevab, the 07 
ſupreme efficient Author of the Univerſe ? But « IM «i 
Dr. V. is ready to own the Antients to be the bet the 
Expoſitors of Scripture, let us hear them, Th his 
Dr. wou'd have it thought the Antients underſtand MF th: 


the Words of Chriſt, as he does, ſaying in his 6. M8 & 


mons (p. 65.) that they were ſo underſtood in i {MF thi 
fourth and fifth Centuries; and never otherwiſe u 9 


He knows of. But does he know of any one Anti. 5 


ent, in the three firſt Centuries, that underſtood the A. 
Words of Chriſt? not one. But others know tha MK Ini 
the Antients unanimouſly underſtood the Work the 
of God the Father. So * Irenæus plainly under. Wi [th 
ſtands them, and f Tertullian from this very plac : rd 
(with Irencus and other Antients) proves the n by 
and Spirit to be the Hands of God, By hib E I. 
wrought thoſe Things which he made. And + Ori, Th 
refering to the Words of the Palm 102. 2;, 27.8 7 * 
plainly underftands them of God the Father, wiom, . — 
he ſtiles [Tp@rov Oz0v] the ſupreme God, in Diſtin: Wi 

tion to the Son, whom he ſtiles | SeUTepov] the- 
cond God, || Euſebius likewiſe, in his Comment 
upon the Pſalm, underſtands the Words, of Go 


that the Apoſtle applys the Words to the Son, ant 


* See lib. 4. c. 3. Pp. 230. edit, Maſſuet. & lib. 6. c. 6, whett 
the Son and Spirit are call'd the Hands of God the Father. 
+ Hic eſt Dei dextra & manus ambæ, per quas operatws eh 


Ad vuer ſ. Hermog. c. 45. R 
+ Vid. Orig. cont, Cel/. lib. 6. p. 318. 


| p vid. Euſe b. Com. in loc. Pſal. 


689) 


not to the Father. To ſuppoſe them appty'd to 
the Son is making the Apoſtle uſe-a needleſs Re- 


| petition, who had before, v. 2. ſaid, that God by 
bis Son made the Morlds. Secondly, they are aptly 
and naturally ſpoken of God the Father: That in 


E them the Apoſtle might, by the Aſſertion of the 


| Onnipotence and Immulability of God, confirm and 
give the higheſt Aſſurance of the Continuance of 
che Glory, and Dominion of Chriſt, to which God, 
his God, is repreſented to have exalted him, above 
| the Angels, 7, 8, 9. and which Exaltation is de- 
| {crib'd by his /itting on God's right Hand, v. 13. $0 
chat the Text and Context runs thus; Unto the 
bon, he faith, thy Throne, O God, is for ever and 


| ever, a Scepter of Righteouſneſs is the Scepter of thy 


1 Kingdom : Thou haſt loved Kighteouſneſs and hated 
© Iniquity, therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed 


dee with the Oil of Gladneſs above thy Fellows : and 
chat we may not doubt of the Stability and Conti- 


mance of this Kingdom of Chriſt, it is given him 
by that ſupreme Lord, Jebovab, whoſe Power and 
Inmutability the Pſalmiſt elſewhere thus ſets forth] 
Thon, Lord, in the Beginning, haſt laid the Foundation 
© if the Earth, &c. They ſhall periſh, but thou remaineſt 
E — They ſhall be chang'd, but thou art the ſame, 
And this Reaſoning of the Apoſtle is very like our 
E Saviour's own Reaſoning, 70. 10. 28, 29. Our 
Lord having told the Jews, that he gave unto his 
& Diſciples eternal Life, and that they jhould never 
Veriſo; he immediately adds, as a reaſon to con- 
firm them in the aſſurance of what he promis'd, 
| my Father which gave them me is greater than 
al. They might therefore depend upon his be- 
ung able to perform what he promis'd, as having 
the Power and Authority of the Father who is 
| greater than all, Dr. W. has * offer'd ſome fri- 


* Ficſt Defenſe, p. 95+ Sermons, p. 63. 


volous 
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( 90) | 
Volous pretences to favour his own Expoſition and I 
Hypotheſis, which the Reader may conſult if he 59 
pleaſes: it is ſufficient for me, that, with the Reaſon the 
of the Thing, I have all the Antients on my Side one 
in the Application of the Paſſage, now conſiders, s 
to God the Father of Chriſt. _ KM 

Another Text which Dr. V. judges to favour 
his notion is 76h 10. 30. 1 and my Halber are ire 
As if this meant, or could mean, that the Father 


and Son were th? ſame God, The Fews indeed | plat 
drew ſuch an invidious Inference from theſe words, bete 
and charg'd our Saviour with making himſelf Gd, . 
v. 33. The Unreaſonableneſs of this Charge he E U 
confuted, v. 34, 25, 36. telling them, that he had 4 F 
affirm'd no more than that he was he Son of Grd, . l 
tho yet in their Law mere Men were call'd Cd, . 
without offence. And the Unity intimated in the : 


Expreſſion of the Father and bim being one b 
plainly, as the Context leads us to underſtand it, 
an Unity of Concord and Power, not of metaphyſica 

Subſtance ; Chriſt quran to the J7eus that his 

Sheep or Diſciples were ſecure, by being in tis 
Hand, of the Promiſe of eternal Life, which he 
gave them, v. 28. becauſe v. 29. his Father who i 
greater than ail had committed them unto him, and 
given him Power to confer eternal Life upon them: 
Jo that he being inveſted with the Power of his 
_ Almighty Father, their being in his Hand was the 
| ſame as being in bis Father's Hand; for thus, by a 
communication of Power to him from the Father, 
which he exercis'd in Agreement with the Will of 
the Father, Ile and his Father are one. 

The ſame Unity which was between our Saviour 
and his Father our Lord prays may be in his Di 
ciples, ſaying (Jobn 17. 11, 21, 22.) Holy Father, 
keep thro? thine own Name thoſe whom thou haſt given 
me, that they may be ONE, as we are. Ib 
they ad may bs ONE, as thou Father art in me, 2 
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11 thee, that they alſo may be ONE in us — that 
1 | they may he ONE, even as we are ONE. And thus 
| the Antients unanimouſly underſtand it; and not 
| one of *em ever infer*d (except Tertullian, after he 
© was a Montaniſt, and had left the Church) an 
17h of Subſtance from this Paſſage ; and Tertullian 
K himſelf underſtood the Unity of Subſtance ſo, as 
that the Son was only a /mall Part [radius ex ſole] of 
| the immenſe Sibſtance of the Father: and alſo ex- 
plain'd the Words of Unity of Love, and Concord, 
bee the Father and il San... 
Concerning his Sheep alſo (our Lord ſays) 
that none cou'd take them out of his Hand. 


For my Father who gave them me is greater 


% than all, and I and the Father are one. One 
0 13 he ſays, not one Per/py, For one Thing, 
in the neuter Gender, docs not expreſs Identity, 
| e but Union, Likeneſs, ConjunTFirm, the Love of 
e the Father towards the Son, and the Obedience 
of the Son to the Will of his Father. 

: | And Origen, „f If any one is diſturb'd ar 
5 theſe Expreſſions, as if we favour'd the Opinion 
: of thoſe [the Sabellians] who deny the Father 
and the Son to be two diſtinct ſubſiſting Beings, 


4. v. 32.] All that beliewd were of one Heart 
1 ond on? Soul; and then he will underſtand this, 


' de ovibus etiam ſuis, quod nemo illas de manu ejus 
; * Pater enim quod mibi dedit, majus eſt omnibus; ex 
% & Pater unum ſumus—unum ſumus, non unus ſumus— 
Tan dicit neutrali verbo; quod non pertinet ad ſingularitatem, 
FT unuatem, ad ſimilitudinem, ad conjunctionem 3 ad di- 


dlonem Patris qui Filium diligit d 5 
and Patris . Adv lg, & 5 3 ws ag * 
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gor Perſons, let him conſider that Text A 
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preſently, ** we worſhip therefore the Father gf 


66 


infert, Gicendo, e & Pater, proprietatem perſonæ ſuæ, | id 


(92). 


Tand my Father are one. To which he add * 


Truth, and alſo the Son who is the Truth, being 


« two Things i in Subſiſtence, but Ox in Apree * 
* ment and Conſent, and Sameneſs of Will.“ 3 
And Hippolylus in like manner *, If he a]. MW © 
„ ledgeth that our Saviour hath faid, [ and + © 
4 Father are one ; let him conſider and he vii 
e perceive, that he did not ſay, I and the Fa t 
AM one; but that we ARE one: for the E. 
e preflion, we ARE, does not denote one Per, 
* but 7w9 Perſons, and one Power, And our . 
« viour Himſelf hath reſolv'd the Matter, fayins WG © 
* to his Father concerning his Diſciples, the Cl KH 
e which thou gaveſt me I have given them, uu 
they may be ONE, as we are Ox, &c. Job. r. | 
" 0-22. — What have the Noetians to fay u * 
« this? are all (Chriſt's Diſciples) one Budy n Wi 1 
66 Subſtance z or are we one in Power and Unai 8 \ 
mity of Mind and Purpoſe? In like Mani, iﬀſﬀ * 
the Son, who was ſent, is one with the Father 0 
b 77 Power, and Concord” El 
And Novatian argues, T If Chriſt was te t 
es Father, as the Heretics i imagine, he ſhould har: 0 
| 0 [aud 10 
8 
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oe T. Theodoret. lib. 1. c. 4. 


( 93) 


| + ſaid, I th? Father am one [one Perſon] but in 
| « ſaying J, then adding the Farber, and ſaying, J 
| 6 25 the Father, he ſeparates and diftinguifheth 


« his own proper Perſon, as being the Son, from 


© rhe Authorlly of the Perſon of the Father 3 nor 
only in the mere Sound of Name, but allo in the 


« Order and Diſpoſition of Power.” 
Laſtly, Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria agrees ts 


| the ſame Senſe of the Text, and obſerves, ** that 


« our Lord in the * Words, / and thy Father 
© gre one, did not ſtile Himſelf the Father; or 


= Genify that their z7wo Natures in Subſiſtence were 


« one: but that the Son was the exact Keſemblance 


*« of the Father, and the perfect Likeneſs of Him 


„by Nature.“ 
From the precedent Senſe of the Antients upon 
the Text 70%. 10. 30. It appears, that as the 


| Text was urg'd by the Sabellians, in Favour of their 


Notion of an Unity of Subſtance in the Father and 


| the Son; ſo that Senſe of it was conſtantly deny*d 


by the Catholics, as confounding the divine Per- 
ſons : whence it follows, that the antient Church 
thought an Unity of Subſtante was capable of no 
other but a Sabellian Senle, which was oppoſite 
to the Catholic Doctrine, that the Father and the 


Son were, as Alexander expreſſes it, ai d rονe duo 


qvoeg two Natures diſtinct in Subj; lence, or two 
dutinct ſubſiſting Beings or Agents. 
Another Texr, ” which Dr. VNV, thinks to eſtabliſh 


his Notion by, iS Rom, 9. v. 5-——Of whom, as 


Fli, a paterna aucloritate diſcernit atq, diſtinguit, non tantum 
modo de ſono NOMINIS, ſed etiam de ordine diſpoſitæ Po- 
rhatis. Novat. c. 27. edit. Jackſon. 

F "Omg enen 6 wes 8 ra vc ecru N dv peu), 82 Tus 
Ti mr Ave EI jay A oui. * dn Thy 
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: concerning the Fleſh, Chrijt came, who is over all Gy; 
- bleſſed for ever. | 

This Text the Tritheiſtic-Orthodox on on: Wl 
Hand, and the Sabe!l;an-Orthodox on the other N /*r/ 
Hand, are apt to triumph in, making no Queſtion F incor 
at all but that the Words, who is over all God bl. 
ſed for ever, are undoubtedly aſcrib'd to Chrif, 
and that hence he is prov'd according to the one, 
to be the ſame God with the Father, in the Gnoſit, 
Sabellian Senſe ; or according to the other, by a d. 
rectly contrary Interpretation, to be diſtinQh 
from the Father God ſupreme over all, in the Th. 
 theiſtic Senſe. And thus our Saviour is in the Tex, 
as it were, again crucify'd between 7wo Thieves 
two Hereſies equally deſtructive of his true Divi. 
nity. And it is not conſider'd in either of them, 
that if the Words were really ſpoken of Chriſt, 
St, Paul himſelf has enter'd a Caveat againſt both 
the Senſes, ſaying, 1 Cor. 15. 27, 28. For be 
(God the Father, v. 24.) hath put all Things under 
his (Chriſt's) Feet; but when be ſaith, all Thing 
are put under him, it is manifeſt that he is excejted, 
bo did put all Things under Him — aud the Sim 
Himſelf ſhal! be ſubicct unto him, that did put al 

Things under him, 2 
Before I ſhew the Senſe of the Antients upon 
the preceding Text, I will make a few Obſerra. 
tions upon it. 5 | 
1}, In the Text the Word (05) God is wanting 
in ſeveral Antient Latin MSS. of Cyprian, and it 
is doubtful whether Cyprian read it in his Copy ot 
not, The Reaſon which Dr. Mills gives, that C). 
prian muſt have had it, viz, becauſe he follows 
the ſame Tranſlation of the Scriptures which Ter- 
tullian follow'd, who had it in his Copy, is not a 
good. one; becauſe any one upon comparing the 
Citations of 'Teriullian and Cyprian together, as | 
have carefully done, will have reaſon to cones 
| the) 


( 95) 


they did not follow the ſame Tranſlation. Gro- 


Liu; obſerves, that the Word was not in the Syriac 
Verſon. Mills finds Faults with Grotius as being 
incorrect in this Obſervation, and thinks it was 
in the Syriac Verſion. But Mills wou'd have had 
Reaſon to have judg'd otherwiſe, had he read 
LEhrem the Syrian Writer, who twice cites the 
FText, and in both Places omits the“ Word (bed ) 
0d. Dr. Mills alſo (who was a very indiligent 
Reader of the Fathers) pretends, that Irenæus both 
bread the Word (dee) God in the Text, and withal 
alledg'd it in Proof of the Divinity of Chriſt, 
yhich is a groſs Miſtake. For tho the Word is in- 
Edced inſerted in the Text in Irenæus, yet it ſeems 
Plainly an Interpolation, becauſe Irenæus neither 
explains at. all the Words, who is over all God. 
Bled, nor infers from them that Chriſt is God: 
put cites, what he did cite, only to prove that 
| Teſus Chriſt was one and the ſame Perſon, which 
the proves from the Words, of whom according to 
e Fleſb Chriſt came; and the Words following 
being nothing at all to [reneuss Argument, but 
Father ſeeming to weaken it, it is not, I think, 
Probable that he here cited them, and 'tis certain 
no where uſeth them to prove the Divinity of 
buniſt, as Mills pretends. The Text, with the 
Word (G&%) God in it, is alſo cited by the Antient 


ng ouncil of Antioch in their Synodic Epiſtle, and 
it ey cite it to prove the Divinity of Chriſt ; but 
or et to prove his /upreme Divinity, or that he is 
-a God Bleſſed : this they deny in this very 
ws pitle. But they alledge only in Proof of it the 
er- ords, who is over all, either having not in their 
by py the Word (005) God, tho' it is now read 
the | | 

s | MW *- 43, 126. edit. Or. Oxon. | = 
de, 1 eundem eſſe Jeſum Chriſtum. 115, 3. c. 16. edit. 
by W 


there; 
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there; or applying it to God the Father, whon 
alone they ſtile abſolutely (6 beg Tav FAav) the (14 
of the Univerſe. \ 
_ Origen is another whom Dr. Mills refers to, 2 
having the Word (beg, God, in his Comment upon 
the Jext; but he 'oofairly puts upon us his Inter 
preter and Interpolator Ruſjinus, inſtead of 05 
gen Himſelf. 
2dly, Admitting the Word beòôg) Cod to bare 
been originally in the Text, the Queſtion will be 
what is the true meaning of it: for the Word 
are of guns Conſtruction. They may either 
ſignify, f * bom Chriſt came: Gd who is over dl 
be biefſed j r ever , or, of whom Chriſt came, «iy 
15 der al God be bleſſed for ever; or, of lm 
Chriſt came, who is over al! God bleſſed for wm 
That which favours the laſt Interpretation of the 
Words 1 is, that in the ſtile of Scripture, where it 
is fajd, God be bleſſed, or bleſſed be God, the orc: 
of the Greek is different viz. | evnoyyro; 6 dog i 
ſed be God. And this Obſervation is truc, both 
with Reſpect to the ſtile of the Sepagint, and d 
the New T.Homent: but then in Favour of tit 
firſt and ſecond Conſtruction of the Words, it | 
to be taken Notice of, that neither S7. Paul or any 
of the Apoitles or Evangelilts do any where le 
in Scripture, aſcribe unto Chriſt the Expreſſion 
Ged over dll, or the bleſſed God; on the contrary 
theſe Titles are peculiarly attributed to God te 
Father, cven in Contradiſtinction to Chrilt, Ard 
he is emphatically ſtiPq e Bleſſed, Mar, 1: 
61. Rom, 1. 25, 2 Cor, 11. 37. In which lJailplac 
the Words {6 d eUl.cyyT0; eig Te dives] WW! | 
bleſſed for evermor ; and which are ſpoken of it 
Cod and Father of cur Lord Jeſus Chriſt, are * 
rallel to thoſe in the Text before us. So that i 


* Gee Luc. 1,68, 2 Cor. 1, 3. Epheſ. 1. 3, 4, 6. 1 Put. 13 


Word 


* 1 " 
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words may well be underſtood as a Doxology 
0 God the Father, for ſending Chriſt in our Fleſh 


to redeem us. 


5 . — - * : . S 
telling to this Text, it does not appear certain 
„dat any of them beſides Ter/ullian, when a Mon- 


nil, and Cyprian and Novatian (probably from 
E 7-71u/l:1an) did apply the Words to Chriſt, Yet 
| none of theſe, as might have been expected, ever 
infer'd from them, that Chriſt was God ſupreme 
| wer all; they knowing that all Things were deli- 
| cd unto Him from his Father, Matt. 11. 27, and 


$ 7:;1ed who did put all Things under Him, 1 Cor. 15. 
„ Clmmens Romanus, an Apoſtolical Writer, in- 
the WF timates that he did not underſtand the Words, 


20% is over all, God bleſſed for ever, to be ſpoken 
| of Chriſt, For in refering to the Text he ſays; 


| that from Jacob came * the: Lord Feſus accord- 
ing to the Fleſh, adding no more; nor ever any 
| where in his Epiſtle, ſtiling Chriſt ſo much as 


| tunity of doing it ſcarce to be miſs'd, had he 
thought the latter Part of the Verſe (Rom. . 
| 5.) was meant of Chriſt : and from his not ap- 
| plying the Words to Chriſt it is reaſonable to 
conclude, that he thought they were by the A- 
poſtle underſtood of God the Father only, whom 
In this Section he ſtiles [6 T&vTo#pdTwf 0edg] the 
God ſupreme over - all, Hence alſo the Reaſon 


via. becauſe St. Jobs's Goſpel being not written 
[when he wrote this Epiſtle, and not underſtanding 
the Word God in the Text of St. Paul to be aſ- 


| EE avis 6 de-. Inode 73 A odpuge Epiſt. ad Corinth. 
1.1.18 0: zz. edit. Mot. & Cor, 


Noi 0 erib'd 


:4ly, With reſpect to the Senſe of the Antients 


that when all Things were put under him, be is ex- 


barely God at all, tho* here he had an oppor- 


FE ippears why Clemens never calls Chriſt Go; 


crib'd to Chriſt, he did not find that Chriſt y,] 
call'd God in any Part of Scripture known to hin, M beir 
or then written. And to this Purpoſe it is fu. the 
ther obſervable, that when he ſeems to allud: Noe 
(elt. 36.) to ſome Parts of the firſt Chapter of Name 


the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, as verſe, 3, 4, 5, WM 
yet he takes no Notice of Chriſt's being ti'4 A. 
God, v. 8. tho? he is ſpeaking the higheſt Things tt 
which could be faid of him. This looks à 604 
if he did not rea'ly know any Thing of th; Hopp 
Epiſtle, but only as having convers'd with an! {MF © 


been taught by St. Paul, he might remember 
and uſe ſeveral Expreſſions which are found u 
this Epiſtle. 5 
* Hlippolytus, in whoſe Book againſt Noetus the 
Text is found, and applied to Chriſt, gives it for 
the Reaſon of his being God over all, that ul 
Things were deliver'd unto Him from his Father: 
and ſo he was [TzvTozpdTwp] Almighty ; but then he 
ſays he was conſtituted Almighty by the Father: 
which ſhews that he did not think Chriſt /upr:r: 
God over all, or equally Almighty with the Father 
But it muſt be own'd that this Work of Hippolyiu 
is very much interpolated ; and ſo *tis hard u 
know what he really wrote. 

Therefore as far as it appears, it was the u- 
doubted Senſe of the Antient Church, that the 
Title [6 en &v7wv, or 6 en xd. beg] God over al, 
ſo peculiarly belong'd to the Father, that it ws 
accounted Hereſv, Blaſphemy, and Imtieiy to aſcribe 
it unto Chriſt, Whence, I think, it plainly follows 
that they who taught this as the Doctrine of tit 
Church muſt underſtand the Words, who is ce 


* ?Ouſos 6 av im Taviey Nas 551" A⁰αν . -r Ws 
edler: dn To ma\poge Cent. Noet. & 6, edit. Fabric. Ila 
Nele mes devs en. ibid. 


bs 


|. Cod bleſſed for ever, of the Father; and there 
being no Text beſides this, wherein God or the Fa- 


bers ſtil'd (6 ay N TevTuy bog) God over all, that 
+ Poctrine was probably deduc'd from this Text 
j among others. | 


Avery Antient and Excellent Book, entitled the 
Asuſtolic Conſtitutions, informs us, that ſome of the 
ESimonian Gnoſtic Heretics * taught, that Jeſus was the 
Cad over all, thinking him to be his Father, In 
boppoſition to which Hereſy the Church taught 

I that the Father is God over all; Chriſt is God 
the only begotten ; 
FE Comforter by Chriſt.” | 
| ſqratius, a Writer of the apoſtolic Age, the larger 


he WWE pittles aſcribed to whom have been prov'd to be 
r enuine beyond all reaſonable Exception, makes 
ie Aſſertion that Chriſt is God over all to be the 
„ Hoctrine of the Devil, whom, on this Account, 
e e thus accoſts; f Why doſt thou not think 
: that Chriſt was born of a Virgin, but that he 
is be God over all, He who abſolutely is, ſu- 
ber prene over all? Say then, who is it that ſent 
bin? Who is he that bears rule over him? And 


* whoſe Will is it that he obeys?” 


| over all, even the Father, but his Son, he him- 


O 2 „ ſelf 
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& ſelf ſaith, I aſcend unto my Father and your Er. 
« ther, and unto my God and your God : and ty 
* all Things are put under bim, then ſhall be be |, 
© Jeft unto him who put all Things under him, iin 
% God may be all in all: wherefore he who Put al 
** Things under him, and is all in all, is one perſm 
“ and he whom they are put under, and who 400 
„ himſelf with all Things will be made jul, 
& js another Perſon.” 

And Origen fays * © admit there are ſome, 
cc mongſt a Multitude of Believers of diſferen 
Opinions, who raſhly affirm, that our Savior 
<« is the God over all; yet we do not affirm this, y 
believing him who hath ſaid, | My Father 
greater than 1 _ - 

And Jrenæus before him every where ſuppoſ; 
| the God over all to be the Perſon of the Father, 
% By him [ef or from him] who is the God over dl 
Hall things were appointed and made by [3 
* thro] his Word, [as the miniſtring Cauſe].“ 


4 


* 


* 


5 


* 
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dj,. Epiſt. al Tarſenſ. F. 5. and a little before he ſaid, ti 
the Doctrine of the Miniſters of Satan, #7 &uvs (dis) i 
em ανονανντν heb, that the Son is God over all. 10d. & 2. 
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4 Ab eo, qui ſuper omnes eff Deus, & conſtituta ſunt & fa 
per veibum ejus, ec. lib. 3. c. 8. edit. Maſſuet, Pater ent 
tonditionem ſimul & verbum ſuum portans, & verbum fv 
tum a Patre præſtat Spiritum omnibus, quemadmodum 1 
Pater. & fic unus Deus Pater oftenditur, qui et /#: 


omnia, & per omnia, & in omnibus. Super omnia quidem l. 
ter, & ipſe eſt Caput Chriſti, per omnia autem Verbum, 
pe eſt capt Eccleſia; in omnibus autem nobis Spiritus, O. 


Ag 


1b. Yo c. 18. 


| Tay GA@v auTes 6 Heeg nv. Eccieſ. Iheolog. lib. 1. c. 20. 


#* — 
Again, he hath theſe remarkable Words, “ The 


a Father upholding the Creation and his ord, and 
| « the Mord being upheld by the Father, gives the 
| Fpirit to all, as the Father v. And thus it 
e js manifeſt there is but oe God even the Father, 
E « whois above all, and thro all, and in all: The 
Father is ab all, who is alſo the Head of Chriſt , 
| « his Mord is thro all, who is alſo the Head of the 
a Church ; and his Spirit is in us all, &c.” 


Euſebius of Cæſarea teaches the ſame Doctrine, 


. 4 48 Civiſt (lays he) was not à fenfible Light, 
| + ſo neither was he himſelf he God who is over 
; 4 a, | 


JEL 


Again, * the Evangeliſt does not ſay, that 


| « the Word was God abſolutely with the Article ; 
$ © leſt thereby he ſhould be affirm'd to be the God 


„ wer all.” 


Again, f no one can piouſly affirm that the 


| « Son is the God over all.” 


Again, ©* If, as Marcellus imagines, he who 


| © is abſolutely God, and the Word which is in him, 
be oe and the ſame Being; it follows that he who 
| * wag begotten in the Holy Virgin, and was made 
| * Fleſh, and became Man, and ſufier'd what is 
| * written of him, and died for our Sins, the ſame 
Was he God over all, which Sabellius having dar'd 
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lid, 2. c. 14. 
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( 102 ) 
to affirm, was eſteem*d by the Church of G0 


* to be an Atheiſt and Blaſphemer.” . 
Laſtly, * The Evangeliſt (ſays he) cou'd hay A 0 
* ſtiPd the Word [6 dee] God abſolutely, had js N hen 
& thought the Father and Son to have been 9 bong 
& and ihe ſame Being; and that the Word was h ;; 
« God over all —But now by tiling the Fa, Ms. . 
* [6 00g] God abſolutely, and the Word barely d N , 
* God, or a divine Perſon, he has plainly taugbtu WF + 
to eſteem the Father of the Word, with whon in; 
* the Word was, to be the ſupreme God over al; Mg: 
and next after him to underſtand that the Word, i 


who is his only-begotten Son, is not he God unn 
all, but that he is a divine Perſon.” 

From the foregoing Teſtimonies it is eviden, 
that it was the Doctrine of the primitive Church, 
that the Title of God over all was ſo peculiarly al. 
crib'd to God the Father in the Scriptures, that i 
was Blaſphemy and Impiety to aſcribe it to the Son d 
God : whence I conclude that the Words of the 
Text, Rom. g. 5. who is over all God bleſſed for eve 
were by the antient Church generally underſtool 
and interpreted, as ſpoken of God the Father, 
And Tertullian, + Cyprian, and Novatian, who at 

tributed 
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bees nv. Eccleſ, Theolog. lib. 2. c. 17. | 

+ The one ſupreme God all thro? Cyprian's Writings is the 
Perſon of the Father, who he ſays © is the one Go who 
* Lord of all, of unequall'd Majeſty and Power.“ Unus ig" 
omnium Dominus eſt Deus z neq; enim illa ſublimitas potel 
habere conſortem, cum ſola omnem teneat poteſtatem. De bun. 


patientiæ, p. 14. Tertullian's and Novatian's Opinion . 


( 103) 
{.;;vuted this Text to our Saviour, nevertheleſs ſtil 
confeſs'd that the Father only was zhe God ſupreme, 
* over all. Nay Baſil Himſelf, an Athanaſian, 
news, that the Title of God over all peculiarly be- 
ongs to God the Father, ſaying; * © It is the 
40 peculiar Characteriſtic of his Perſon who is God 
bs der all to be the Father, and to have no Cauſe 
a of his Exiſtence.” — 
Having ſhewn that the Texts of Scripture, which 
Pr. V. principally urgeth in Favour of his own 
ENotion, are full and clearly againſt it; and were 
Eunderſtood and interpreted by the antient Church, 
in a Senſe quite contrary to it; I proceed to ſhew 
the Senſe of the primitive Church upon ſome other 


„ rexts, which teach a Doctrine directly oppoſite 
. to his Hypotheſis. % OS 
. Mat. 19. v. 17. Why calleſt thou me good? There is 
WW une good but one, that is God, This Text was un- 


Kerftood by all the + Antients as ſpoken of God 
he Father, the Original, ſupreme, underiv*d Good; 
he Son being the Image, as of the Perſon, ſo of 
the Goodneſs of God the Father. 
| | Ireneus cites the Text as if it had been writ- 
en, by calleſt thou me Good, there is but one Per- 


Eltewn above, and will be farther ſhewn hereafter. Cyprian elſe- 
Where to the ſame Purpoſe ſays, that Chriſt call'd the Father 
is Lord and God, &c. Dominum & Deum ſuum ; X 

quando ipſam poteſtatem, qua baptizamur, & ſanRificationem 
d codem Patre Chriſtus acceperit; quem majorem dixerit, a quo 


10 Parifcari petierit ; cujus voluntatem, uſq, ad obſequium bibendi 
| I ] ici & ſubeundæ mortis, impleverit. Epiſt. ad Jubaian. p. 203. 
1 ST MODE we beds Keaigere dec N bc. U- 
ue np eval, ih undvpias e nus diu, fd 


De. Baſ. Epiſt. 43. concerning the Difference of the Words, 
Ina and uno ao. 


is th | 0 e 2 ". 88: ns 
. J. Mart. Eis s d ybòs, 6 ag ws 6 WW Tos sg’ 
ont 1 dere is one who is good, even my Father who is in Heaven, 
Ph Dual. cum Tryph. | | 
I. | | El; ze als, 6 amg iv Tos G.. lib. 1. c. 20. edit. 
been WW aſuer, Quem ſolum merito bonum pronuntiat Dominus: cu- 
ſhewn 18 donitatis tous teſtis eſt mundus, N ovatian. C, 4. TP 


fon 


| ( 104 ) 
vn who 13 good, my Father which is in Heavy 
And ſo “ Clemens Alexandrinus cites it. Clemey: 
elſewhere explains his ſenſe of the Text laying, 
«© whom our Saviour and God declares to be gl 
* Good, even God the Father.” Again, “ that He 
„ who is /7uly alone the one God ſupreme over || 
* may be declar'd alſo to be Gzod for ever and 
ever, ſaving us by his Son.” 

+ Origen remarkably fays, “ our Saviour ſays, 
« the Father that ſent me is Grealer than I; and 
ce therefore refus'd to accept the Title of Cal, 
jn the proper, true, and perfect Senſe of it, whel 
ce offer'd to him, but refer'd it gratefully to the 
« Father, and rebuk'd him who wou'd have thus 
« plorify*d the Son above Meaſure.” The Res. 
ſon which he adds is, that the 8% is not in an; Thin 
comparable to the Falber; for that he is [not the 


* paædagog. lib. 1. Oy over ovre 98%) mated Nd you: 
mei et 9 o me n- * 0:05. Ibid, Strom. 7. 377% 0 er 
uo ve; ts merges lwp d, dyapairi]ar bes EF G ti 
c o C Ne. vis. Strom. 7. p. 838. edit. Oxon. 
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Origin 


fn. Com in Mat. p. 370, 377. 


| ( 105 ) 
e Origina! Good but] the Image of the Father's 
| 7 Goodneſs.” | 3 
| Again, © the Appellation of Good, properly fo 
e called, is in the Text attributed to him only 
I who is abſolutely God :?——and to no other 
u Perſon beſides——and when apply'd to an in- 
a ferior Perſon, it hath another Signification— 
e that our Saviour is the Image of the Father's 
| « Goodneſs ; and that his Goodneſs is the ſame, or 
7 greater, in proportion to the Goodneſs of others, 
10 than the Goodneſs of the Father is to his Good- 
I” neſs.” | | 
Euſebius agrees to Origen's Senſe, that the Son, 
tho good, is not the original ſupreme Good; but the 
nage of the Father's Goodneſs, who only is the 
riginal, abſolute, underiv'd Good. So that the Senſe 
of the antient Church plainly 1s, that as the Fa- 
ther only, who is unoriginated, is the one God /u- 
tramne over all, ſo he is alone ſupreme and abſo- 
lutely perfect in reſpect of every divine Attribute: 
and that all the Perfections of the Son, and a- 
mongſt theſe his Goodneſs, being deriv'd to him 
wich his Nature from the Father, are not co- ordi- 
hate or equal to the underiv'd Perfections of the 
Father, and ſo, that the Attribute of Goodneſs can- 
pot belong to the Son in the ſame high and abſo- 
ute Senſe, in which it is aſcrib'd to the Father, 


4200 | : , 
ao whoſe ſupreme Goodneſs, our Saviour, himſelf 
Y 1 1 the Text before us yields the Pre-cminence, And 
1 


bs our Saviour declar'd, that the Attribute of Gcod- 
j ſo peculiarly and eminently belong'd to his 


ea; dzaJlmrE urs (vH ess) Com. in 


ox ether, that it cou'd not be aſcrib'd to himſelf in 
5 ie fame high Senſe and Degree of Perfection: ſo 
bas alſo declar'd, that the Perfection of abſolute 
A | h 

0% + A 25 e . . 5 
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Knowledge is the peculiar Attribute of the Father 
only. But of that Day and Hour knoweth ng 
one [xe no Perſon] no not the Angels of Hes. 
« ven, but my Father ONLY, Mat. 24. 36. Bu 
<« of that Day and that Hour knoweth no on: 
« [85g no Perſon] no not the Angels which ar: 
© in Heaven, neither the Son, but the Father, My 
„13. v. 32. Than which no Words or Fanguag: 
can more plainly and ſtrongly expreſs, that our 
Lord and Saviour did not then know the Day f 
Judgment ſpoken of in theſe Texts ; that being 
one of thoſe Things which, as Chriſt told his Di. 
ciples after his Reſurrection, <** the Father had pu 
in his own Power,” Ads 1. 7. And which 
was reſerv'd to be reveaPd to Him after his Exil 
tation to the Throne of God in Heaven, The 
Book of the Revelation is therefore call'd, the Re. 
Velation of Jeſus Chriſt, which God gave unto Hin, 
Ch. 1. v. 1. And the Knowledge of the future Sta: 
of the Church which had been in Part, and more 
obſcurely, reveaPd to the Prophet Daniel, was more 
fully and clearly reveal'd to Chriſt, as the Reward 
of his Sufferings and Redemption of us. Re. 5, 
. 1——9. Dr. W. has nothing to alledge again 
the plain meaning of the precedent Texts, but tte 
abſurd Cerinthian diſtinction between the“ human 
and divine Perſon (which he unphiloſophically ad /;; 
the humane and divine Nature) of Chrift : as | 
Chriſt knew any Thing which his entire UH 
knew not; or his Nature, diſtin& from his P:1/, Wh 7 
cou'd be ſaid to know any Thing at all. Ti 
Scripture has prevented all ſuch Quibbles (wit | 
tend only to make the Doctrines of Chriſt ride buen 
lous) by expreſly declaring, that the $9 did eg, 


D 


d 
know the Day of Judgment, and that the Father fa 
* See a Reply to Dr. Waterland's Defenſe of ſome Queit TH 


by a Clergyman in the Country, Az. 7. p. 236, Kc. | 
ot 


but merely in Name. 


(10% 

| only knew it. So that there is no poſſible Way 
for Dr. V. to infer that the Son knew it, but by 
| ſuppoſing him to be the Perſon of the Father, or 
the fame individual intelligent Agent with the Fa- 
ther; and to differ from the Father, not in Perſon, 


That the Antients underſtood the Son in the 


| Text to be Chriſt in his higheſt Capacity, to be 
| not merely the Son of Man, but the very Son of 
| G:d Himſelf, I ſhall prove from two unqueſtiona- 

| ble Writers, {reneus and Origen, who deliver the 
Doctrine of the Church. * Being unreaſonably 
| puffed up (ſays Irenæus to the Gnoſtics) ye pre- 
| © {umptuouſly take upon you to ſay, that you 
know the unutterable Myſteries of God; when 
| © even our Lord, the Son of God Himſelf, confeſs d, 
| © that the Father alone knew the Day and Hour of 
Judgment; expreſly affirming, of hat Day and 


« Hour knoweth no one, neither the Son, but the 


| « Father only. If therefore the Son was not aſham'd 
© toreter the Knowledge of that Day to the Fa- 


© ther, but ſaid what was true; then ſurely nei- 
ther ſhou'd we be aſham'd to reſerve to God 
* ſuch Queſtions as are far above us: for no one 


is above his Maſter.” 


Upon the preceding Words of Jrenæus Eraſ- 


mus owns, that Jreneus ſeem'd to think that the 
laber ouly knew the Day of Judgment, and that 


 * Irrationabiliter autem inflati audaciter inenarrabilia Dei? 
myſteria ſcire vos dicitis : quandoquidem & Dominus, ipſe Fi- 
ls Dei, ipſum judicii diem & horam conceſſit ſcire ſolum Pa- 
nem, manifeſte dicens, de die autem illa & hora nemo ſcit, 
neq; Filius, niſi Pater ſolus. Si igitur ſcientiam diei illius Fi- 
vs non erubuit referre ad Patrem, ſed dixit quod verum eſt; 
eq; nos erubeſcamus, quæ ſunt in quæſtionibus majora ſecun- 
um nos, reſervare Deo; nemo enim ſuper magiſtrum eſt. Iren. 


lib. 2. Go 28, edit. Maſſuet. | 
| | Videwr ſentire quod ſolus Deus ſciverit diem & horam, 


Snorante Filio, Proleg. in Iren. p. 17. 


2 the 
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the Son did not know it : and our Learned Bj i 
Bull“ agrees with Eraſmus, that the Words ſeen 
to aſcribe Ignorance to the Son of God, eveq j 


his higheſt Capacity of being the Son of Gy 
Irenæus, to put his Senſe out of all Queſtion, pr. 
ſently adds, + It any one enquires into the 


© Reaſon, why the Father, who communicates j 


AR 


« all Things to the Son, is yet by our Lord e 


e preſly declar'd to know ArLovs that Day and 


« Hour ; he will not at preſent find any fitter a 
“ more decent, or indeed any other ſafe Anſye 
e but this, that ſince our Lord is the only Teac. 
ce er of Truth, we may learn from him, that th 
&« Father is above all; for the Father, faith he, 
&« Greater than I. The Father therefore is her: 


« declar'd by our Lord himſelf to be Svuyzmg 


in KnowLEnpGs alſo; to the End that while we 
ce arein this World, we may learn to acknowledg: 
“ God only to have perfect Knowledge, and lea 


* 


4 ſuch Queſtions to Him,” Dr. V. to ſhew hon 


low he can deſcend in Reaſon and Argument, 0 
ſerves upon the Words of Jrenæus, | © the Fi 
„ther (ſays he) communicates in all Things wit 
e the Son: and Conſequently in all Knowledge, ant 
„particularly in that of e Day of Fudgment) 


* Fateor verba primo intuitu videri Filio Dei, etiam qu 


maxime proprie Dei Filius eſt, ignorantiam tribuere. Def. H 


Nic. p. 82. 5 

+ Si quis exquirat cauſam, propter quam in omnibus Pitt 
communicans Fiio, ſolus ſcire horam & diem a Domino m- 
feſtatus eſt; neq; aptabilem magis neq; decentiorem, nec {in 
periculo alteram quam hanc inveniet in præſenti (quoniam enil 
ſolus verax magiſter eſt Dominus) ut diſcamus per ipſum, /! 


omnia eſſe Patrem: Eienim Pater, ait, major me eff. Et ſecundu 


agnitionem itaq; præpoſitus eſſe Pater annunciatus eſt a Dv 
mino noſtro ad hoe, ut & nos, in quantum in figura hujus mu: 
di ſumus, perfectam ſcientiam & tales quæ ſtiones concedan 
Deo. lib, 2. c, 28. | . | | 

| + Firft Defenſe, p. 105. 1 /f edit, 


| Ri 


| caught, that Chriſt | 
by Jren@1s upon it, is declar'd to be known by the 
| Father only; or that the Son was Equal in Knowledge 
to God the Father, it wou'd have been ſaying 
ſomething. 


( 109 ) 

| the Thing particularly excepted in this very Sen 
E tence. Antient Writers may be made to ſay any 
Thing at this rate of explaining them. Cou'd he 
| alledge 34 Irenæus, or any other Antient, ever 


Chriſt knew what in the Text, and 


. 
* 


2. Origen, tho' he allows that the Son knows 


| the whole Will of God, yet denies that he is e- 
| qually perfect in Knowledge with the Father. 
The inquiſitive Reader (ſays he) may aſk, 
„ whether the Father knows himſelf, as he is 
| « known by the Son: and finding chat it is writ— 
| © ten, the Father who ſent me is greater than I, he 
vill be perſwaded that this is in all reſpects true, 


«ſo as to ſay that the Father is greater than the 
* Son even in Knowledge alſo, being more per- 


| * feftly and clearly known by Himlelf, than by 
| © the Son.“ Agreeably to this he elſewhere 
| ſays upon the Words of the Apoſtle, is is the 
ine Light, & F for the ſame Reaſon as God, the 
Father of him who is be Truth, is a SUPERIOR 
and GREATER Truth; and the Father of him 
| © who is /Yiſdom, is GREATER and more excel- 


* Curioſus lector inquirat, utrum a ſemetipſo cognoſcatur 


Pater, quomodo cognoſcitur a Filio ; ſcienſq; illud quod ſcrip- 


| tum eſt, Pater qui miſit me major me eſt; in omnibus verum 


eſſe contendet, ut dicat & in COGNITIONE Filio Patrem eſſe 
Majox EM, dum perfectius & purius a ſemetipſo cognoſcitur quam 


| a filio. lib. 4. de principiis apud Hieronym. in Efiſt. ad Avit. c. 4. 
aq; id eſſe cauſæ, quare Filium a Patre comprebendi, Patrem 


vero a Filio neutiquam comprehendi poſſe opinatus fit, ait Hie- 
rn, ibid, | | | | 
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<* lent than Wiſdom; for the ſame Reaſon he 4 


<« cells him alſo who is the rue Light.” 

Baſil himſelf underſtands the Text of the d. 
vine Perſon of Chriſt, and that the Knowledge ſpoke 
of in it belongs primarily to God the Father. Hi 
Words are very remarkable. 

That which I have been taught from a Child, 
“ of thoſe that went before me, is this——that x 
« we underſtand thoſe Words, there is none good 
<« but one, that is God, to be ſpoken by the 805, 
„ not as excluding himſelf from being Partake 
<« of the Nature of Good, but only as ſuppoſing 
« the Father to be the FIRST Good, and by the 
„Word zone meaning no other FIRST Good; 
<« but that he himſelf is the Second So in thoſe 
« Words, no: one knoweth, &c. we believe our 
% Lord meant to aſcribe to the Father the FIRST 
£« KNOWLEDGE of Things preſent and future, 
« and to declare to the World, that he is in al 
Things the FIRST CAUSE, Sc.“ 

And it is certain, as hath been ſhewn befor, 
that the moderate Atbanaſian Writers never taught 

that the Son was equal to the Father in abſolute d. 
vin? Perfeclious; but profeis*d, that the Father, 
as being alone unoriginated, and the firſt Cauſe, wa 
in all Things ſupereminent to the Son, who derived 
his Nature and all his Perfections from him; and 
who always acted in Obedience to his ſupeme Av 
thority. 
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| The next Text to be conſider'd is ob. 14. 28. 
) Father is greater than J. A Text, one would 


| Oppoſition to it to aſſert, that the Father is not 


E ordinate and equal to the Father in Nature and 
© eſſential Perfections: and that the Father is fo 
| fir from being, in any Reſpect, greater than the 
Son; that it was poſſible, that he himſelf might 
bave ated the miniſterial Part; and ſo that it might 
bare been as well and truly written, that he who 


ss in the Scripture call'd Son is greater than him who 
d bis Father. 5 

The Socinian Interpretation of theſe Words, 
e which the Scholaſtic Trinitarians allo ſometimes flee 
> to for Refuge, viz. that God the Father is greater 


than a mere Man, or than the mere human Nature 
| of Chriſt, is ſo low and mean that the old Atha- 
na ſans themſelves were aſham'd of it. 

| Therefore Gregory Nazianzen ſays, * To af- 


„ bm that the Father is greater than Chriſt, con- 
„der d merely as a Man, is true indeed, but no 


great Thing to ſay: for what wonder is it that 
Cod ſhould be greater than a Man?” And it was 
| theu nanimous Doctrine of the antient Church that 
| God the Father, as being alone ſupreme over all, 
4 a ſaferior to, and greater than the Son, in Na- 
ure and all divine Perfections; in Power, Authority, 
Dominion and Worſhip. 
n Juſtin Martyr ſays, “ He that is in Heaven 
% is Lord even over him who is Lord upon Earth 


( [peaking of Chriſt appearing before his Incarna- 
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1 %6, Dial. cum Tryphe p. 121. 


„ tion 


think, they ſhould bluſh to read, who preſume in 


greater than the Son; that the Son is abſolutely 


(112) 

& tion on Gen. 19. 24.] being his Father and Co, 
„ and the Author of his Exiſtence, even tho he 
* himſelf alſo be powerful, and Lord, and God.“ And 
he every where denys Chriſt, tho God, to be [6 mw 
Tyg cd the abſolute or ſupreme Maker of th: 
Univerſe : but declares, that he is /udjef to him, 
and /ent by him. 

And Ireneus from this Text infers (as hath been 
Juſt obſerv'd) that the Father is above all; and de. 
clar'd by our Lord himſelf to be /uperior to hin 
the Son in Knowledge, Agreeably hereto he ſays 
elſewhere, K that our Lord himſclf taught his 
e Diſciples, that the Father only is that Lord and 
„God, who is the only God and Ruler over all,” 

Ti ertullian comparing the only-begotten Son to 
the unbegotten Father ſays, * that which 5 
*« unoriginated is more hd than that which is 
originated becauſe that which had no Cauſ 
of its Exiſtence will always be much /upertor to 
% that, which had a Cauſe of its Exiſtence.” Hence 
he ſays in another Place; || “ The Father is the 
whole (divine) Subſtance, of which the Son is2 
derivative Pari; [like a Ray from the Sun, which 
« 1s his Compariſon] he himfelf declaring, I; 
« Father is greater than 1.” 

_ Origen ſays, as Huelius interprets his corrupted 
Greek; It is a greater Thing that the Son of 
Man is glorify'd by God, the Inferior by the 
Superior, than that he who is inferior ſhould have 


3 Ipſo Domino Patrem tantum Deum & Dominum eum qu 
ſolus ett Deus & Dominator omnium tradente diſcipulis, ſequ 
nos oportet. Lib. 3. c. 9. 

˖ Innatum nato fortius; ; ——quia quod ut eſſet, nullius 
eguit auctoris, multo ſublimias erit eo, quod ut effer, aliquem 
habuir auctorem. Cont, Hermog. c. 18. 

|| Pater teta ſubſtantia eſt, Filius vero derivatio totius & po. 
tio, ſicut ipſe profitetur quia Pater major me eſt, Adv. Plan 


c. 9. 
66 elorify'd 


| (113 ) 
a alorify'd him who 1s greater God, agreeably to 
a the Words, The Father who ſent me is greater 
d than I“.“ | = „ 

Again, © the Father 1s ſaperior to, and greater 
e than the Word.” | „ 
Again, © we affirm, that the Son is not more 


XL V0: 8-7 


" WE« Father 3 according to his own Words, the Fa- 
„ {þ:r who ſent me is greater than J. We ſay 
n chat our Saviour, whom we acknowledge to be 
cod the Word, beareth Rule over all Things 
F e which are made ſubject to him; but not over 
| 


his Father and God, who bears rule over 
„ him,” | 


„ Ghoſt, not only comparatively, but ſuperemi- 
s nently excells all the Things that were made 
ke (By him) being yet himſelf excelld by the Fa- 
0 ther as nuch, or even more than he and the Holy 


© WF Ghoſt excell the other Creatures [viz. Thrones, 


e Aigels, &c.] But notwithſtanding he who excells 
„ ſuch and ſo great Beings in Eſſence and Dignity 


: and Power and Godhead [for he is the living 
| * Majus eft, quod Filius hominis glorificatus fuerit per Deum, 

ed /erior per praſtantiorem, quam quod inferior glorificaverit 

of Deum praſtantiorem; juxta illud : Pater qui miſit me major me 
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ria) & ovyreweTar x, adv Ted nei. Com. in Jo. p. 218. 
| „ Word 


g powerful, but that he is leſs powerful than the 


Again, we ſay that our Saviour, with the Holy 


— — ͤ————— ͤ — — — o 
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« Word and Wiſdom} is nevertheleſs not in 


« Thing compar'd to the Father.“ 
Dionyſius Biſhop of Alexandria, and Origen's Scho. 
lar, * taught not only a Diſtinction of Perſon (i 
the Father and the Son) but a Difference of Sub. 
ſtance; and that the Son was inferior to the Father in 
Power and Glory. 
+ Theognoftus another of Origen's Scholars taught 
the ſame Doctrine 
t Novatian ſays, that the Son as being originated i 
inferior to the Father, 
And Euſebius || ſhews © that the Word of God 

ce who exiſted before the World, and is mor: 
excellent than every Angelic Nature, 15 leſs ex 


« cellent than the firſt Cauſe.” 


ay 


And this Doctrine that the Father is greater than 
the Son, which was unanimouſly taught by the an. 
tient Antenicene Church, was alſo profeſs'd by the 


Nicenes and Poſtnicenes likewiſe. 


Alexander of Alexandria ſays, * therefore me 
* muſt reſerve to the unbegotten Father this pe 
% culiar Preeminence, that no one is the Cauſe 9 
„ his Exiſtence.” 

The Council of Syrmium ſays, TF „it is indi- 
<< putable that the Father 1s greater than the Sn 
« in Honour, Dignity and Divinity, the Son himſtl 


« declaring, my Father is greater than 1,” 


* Cited above, 
+ See Cave's Hiſt. Lit. p. 98. 


+ Simul ut hie minor ſit, dum in illo eſſe ſe ſcit, habeas oi. 


ginem, quian naſcitur, De Tini. c. 31. 
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proæm. 
** Epiſt, avud Sorrat, & Theodoret. cited above. 
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Loc rat. Hiſt. Eccl. lib. 2. 
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| And Baſil himſelf declares as much, * the 
| « Son (ſays he) is /econd to the Father, in Order 
(of Nature) as being from him; and alſo in 


| « Cauſe of his Exiſtence ; and, becauſe thro* him, 
« we have Acceſs to God even the Father.“ Hi- 
lars Opinion has been ſhewn above; and to put 
this Matter out of all Diſpute, Biſhop Bull him- 
ſelf has confeſs'd, Þ ** that Origen's Doctrine, that 
the Son, even as he is God, is /e/5 than the Fa- 
W « cher, is plainly the Catholic Doctrine, main- 
e tain'd even by the Fathers, after the Council of 
Nice, who molt ſtrongly oppos'd the Arian O- 
[* pinion,” „ 
Another Text ſufficient to ſilence the vain Pre- 
| tenſes of modern Scholaſtic Orthodoxy that the 
en true God is the Father, Son and Holy Ghost, is 
Jobn 17. 3. where our Saviour in his Prayer to his 
ir Faker ſays, © This is Life eternal, that they may 
„know Thee, the only true God, and Jeſus Chriſt 


PF" that other of the ſame Apoſtle, 1 John 5. 20. 
And we know that the Son of God is come, and 
“„ hath given us an Underſtanding that we may 


: I know the true God [T0v &ybivov beov, ſo the Ori- 
5 * ginal, according to the beſt and oldeſt MSS] 


E it ſhou'd be render'd, By] his Son Jeſus Chriſt. 


1 0 v 1% qu Cet lr NiwTress 76 ad], on on txeirs. x) d- 
o n, 07 dg 1) dime Ts ads avs 0 in, % ond dur 


N a;0dhs Y acgonywM aeys F bed x, u · Advers, Eunom. 


„1 b. 3. p. 79. = - 19 8 : 5 | 
i. { Quod origines in loco citato dicit, Filium etiam qua Deus 
2. ———Patre minorem eſſe plane catholicum eſſe, 


que etiam a Patribus, qui poſt Nicænum concilium Arianam 
errreſin acerrime impugnã runt, defenſum — oſtendemus. Def. 

1. of f. N. F 2. c. 9. See Not. apud Novat. edit. Jackſon, p. 365. 
BGG, and 387 — 391. and Reply to Dr. Waterland's Defenſe, 


And * 


Q 2 „ This 


| « Dignity, becauſe the Father is the Original and 


E* whom thou haſt /n.“ Parallel to this Text is 


“and we are in him that is true [the true God) in 


— —— 
— ct — — 
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t This is the true God [mention'd in the forms i * 


« Part of the Verſe, and to the Knowledge q 
« whom Chriſt came to bring us, and in whom , 
“ are By him] and eternal Life.“ wy N 

In thoſe two Texts it 1s ſo evident that 604 
the Father, in Contradiſtinction to the Son, is ſtir; MM * 
the only true God, that not only the antient Au 


cen? Church ever taught and profeſs'd that the E:. 


ther alone was he one and only true God; and ta 
Chriſt, as being ſent by him, was inferior and /ubje3 
him : but even the Mares and Paſtnicenes themſelt 
underſtood theſe Texts of God the Father; a 
both acknowledg'd the Father in Diſtinction v 
the Son to be e only true God; and never til; 
the Son ſo, but, on the contrary, confeſs'd that lj 
Miſſion from the Father declar*d his Sybordintin ME 
and Subjection to him. = 
Iræneus ſays, * our Lord himſelf taught h 
<« Diſciples that the Father only is that Lord m 
« God, who is the only God and Ruler overall” 4 
From John 17. 3. + Origen infers, that the Fate 
only is abſolutely God |6 bos] as being aur 
himſelf God, or unoriginated. And fays, that 
« Father, who ſent the Son, is alone both [abſolute © 
& good, and greater than him who is ſent.” 
On Account that the Father is the only tr: 
God and ſent the Son, Theophilus the antient h. 
ſhop of, Antioch ſays, f that the Word being 
« God, and begotten of God, the Father of i 


la 
pre 
fu 

* Ipſo Domino Patrem tantùm Deum & Dominum em Nur 
qui ſolus eſt Deus & dominator omnium, tradente diſcini i ne 
lib. 3. c. 9. | | the 

T Com. in Joh. p. 46. 0 8 CAT] * Ur 2 
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e Univerſe ſendt him to any Place, whenever he 
« coils ſo to do.” But to ſuppoſe the Father, the 
| « God of the Univerſe, to be an Angel or to be 
T ſent, was eſteemed the greateſt Impiety.” 


In like Manner Novatian obſerves, ** moreover 


« he (our Lord) declares that he was ſent; that by 
a this Inſtance of Obedience which Chriſt the Lord 
a ſhewed in coming when he was ſent, he might 
a be prov'd to be not the Father, but the Son: 
| « ho would certainly have been the Sender, had 
che been the Father : but the Father was not ſent, 
| « Jeſt by being ſent, he ſhould thereby be found 
| « ſubject to another God!.“ 


Euſebius ſays, that Chriſt was + © ſent by one 


| « who is Greater than He. And that the Pree- 
e minence of the Father's Glory is ſhewn, in /end- 
ing the Son, and the Son's being Sent.“ 


+ © In this reſpect eſpecially (ſays Hilary) the 


| © Son is not compar'd or equal to the Father, in 
« that he is by an abſolute Obedience ſabject to 
him that he is ent; that he receives all from 
him; and that in all Things he obeys the Will 
of him that Sent him: 
Gd; and both the Subjeftion and Dignity of the 
don is declar*d to us 
Las well as in Name, ſubject to the Father.“ 


hence there is but one 


He being by Obedience, 


* Miſum autem preterea ſe eſſe dicit, ut per hanc obedien- 


bam qua venit Dominus Chriſtus miſſus, non Pater, ſed Filius 
probetur; qui miſiſſet utiq; fi Pater fuiſſet: miſſus autem non 
| ful Pater, ne Pater ſubditus alteri Deo, dum mittitur, probare- 


tur, c. 27. edit. Fackſon, abſit Deum Patrem Angelum dicere; 


ne alteri ſubditus ſit, cujus Angelus fuerit. c. 18. ſo plainly in 
| the Senſe of the Antients, did the Miſſon of Chriſt the Son of 


Cod imply his Obedience and Subjection to the ſupreme Anthority 
of the Father. | | 


T ness 78 MEIZONOS &dmeoaapiror. Prep. Evang. lib. 7, 


112 v rei 200 js dn Ts adlevs aactoua Na Ts & dn 
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P. 234. cited aboye, 
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And Biſhop Bull himſelf confeſſeth, * « 1, WM 
God the Father having no Original is ſabied u 
% none; and can no more be ſaid to be ſen, thy 
to be begotten by another. On the contrary the 
Son of God, as being begotten of God the Father MW © 
does on that Account certainly owe all bis Pu“ 
to the Father as receiv'd from him: nor is it |; 
e honourable for him to be ſent, than to be b,, | 
k the Father the 

In the preceding Words Biſhop Bull plainly dig. 7 


* 


— 


F\ 


* 


vos Dr. Vs Notion, that there is no natural fr 


jection of the Son to the Father ; for he places th R®" 


\ Sypremacy of the Father, and his not being in Sb. Ni 


jection to another, in his being by Nature ug. th 
nale; and the Miqion and Subection of the Son t u 
the Father, in his being by Nature originated fron . 


Athanaſius in his firſt and beſt Writings, befor 
he became the Head of a Party, ſtrongly aſſerted 
the antient Doctrine of the Church, that the Fa. 
ther is the only true God, in Diſtinction to the Son, 
The Knowledge (faith he) of the ONE, and 
« only true God, I mean, the Father of Chriſt 
Again, is | 

* The true God who is ſtrictly and abſolutely ſuch 
even the Father of Chriſt” Again, 


* A nullo ille ortus principio nulli ſubjectus eſt ; neq; magi 
ab alio miſſus, quam ab alio natus dici poteſt. Contra, Filus Dei, 
qua ex Deo Pette natus, eo certe nomine Patri ſuam omnem 
auctoriiatem acceptam refert; neq; minus ipſi honorificun 1 
Patte mitti quam ex Patre naſci. Def. F. N. 5 4. c. 3. 

t Tis vege N Gva g wovey d.Anevdy Oedv yrwrzas, age N 
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1 « He whom we preach and worſhip is the 
% ONLY TRUE GOD, the Lord of the Crea- 
a tion, and the Author of every Being; and who 
elle is this Perſon, but the moſt holy Father 
of Chriſt, and who is far above all deriv'd Be- 
„ ings? . : 

1 | Pall conclude the Senſe of the Antients in 


J. 3. 1 Jobn 5. 20. to God the Father, to prove 


land the true God, peculiarly belong'd to him only, 
with a remarkable Paſſage of an unſuſpected Au- 
tor, viz. Epiphanius, whereby it appears that in 
bi Time, the Titles of he only true God, and the 
ine Cod mention'd in theſe Texts, were univer- 
ally underſtood to be aſcrib'd to the Father only. 

Ihe Son Himſelf ſaith concerning the Fa- 
„ ther, hat they may know Thee, the only true God. 
“But that faithful Witneſs 2 lean'd upon his 
I* Breaſt, and eall'd him the only-begotten Ged, 


“ Father is declar'd by him to be the true God, 
and the Son the only- begotten God. Again, it is 
[© written of the Father, God is Light ; but of the 
Son, that he was the true Light. And here ob- 
[© ſerve the Accuracy of Scripture——it is written 
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wh Ancorat. Sect. 3, 4. vid Hereſ 69. Sect. 32. & 76. c. 36. 
bel. 2. | a 


Their Application of the preceeding Texts Jobs 


om thence, that the Title of he only true God, 


did not give him the Title of rue God: but the 
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© of the Son, that he is (60g) God, and tho? the 
“ Title of the true God is not there aſcrib'd 9 
„ him, we ſhou'd be mad to deny that the Son i; 
true God,——The Father therefore is in Scripture 
“ ftiPd the true God, but the Son barely God; on 
e the other Hand the Son is ſtiPd 7he true Light, 
debut the Father barely Light.” Thus this Aa. 
naſian Writer confeſſes, that the Son is never call 


the true God in the Scriptures, even whilſt by Wy 
of Inference he endeavours to prove in Contradif. 
on to them, that the Son is the true God. Dr. / 


every where aſſerts and inſiſts, that Chriſt is to be 


pray'd to and worſhip'd as he ſupreme God, in plain 
and direct Contradiction to the following Texts df 
| Scripture, and the unanimous Senſe of the antient 


Church. . | 
Lake 11. 2. Our Saviour teaches his Diſciple 


how to pray, in theſe Words; „ when ye pray, 


« fay, our Father which art in Heaven, c.“ 
Again, In that Day ye ſhall ask me nothing: 

«« verily, verily, I ſay unto you, whatſoever ye 

„ ſhall ask be Father in my Name, He will givett 


you. John 16. 23. | 


There is one God, and one Mediator between 
God and Man, the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 1 Tn, 
"Be No 

Theſe, amongſt other numerous Places of Scrip 
ture, inſtruct us in the Ob, ect of Chriſtian Wor- 


ſhip: and teach us that God, the Father of our 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is the alone ſupreme and uli 
mate Object of our Adoration and Prayer. Th 
Scriptures never direct us to pray to Chriſt or tht 


Holy Ghoſt ; but the Command of Chriſt, and 


the Practice of his Apoſtles, which is our beſt and 
only Rule, concur in the offering up all Fray 
and religious Worſhip to the only true God, the 


Father, in tbe Name of Chriſt, who is the only 


true Mediator, between God and Men: Aud wit 
| ever 


6121) 


10 erer religious Honour or Worſhip is in Scripture 
© WW civen to the Son, it is never founded on his divine 
6 0 ature or Eſſence, or on his Original and ſupreme 


b Authority and Dominion, (on which the Worſhip of 
od the Father is founded) but on his becoming 


1, e, on bis being appointed to be Mediator; on 
„ Nhe Father's having committed all Judgment to him, 
. 5. 22, 27. It is alſo given him by the Command 
of the Father (ev. 1. 6.) and is not ſupreme or 


Faber, Phil. 2. 11. The Worſhip therefore of 
Chriſt is mediate, relative and ſubordinate ; and they 
who worſhip Chriſt otherwiſe than the Scripture 
directs him to be worſhip'd, pretending to be wiſe 


ran, worſhip they know not what, John 4. 22. 
E adds, v. 23. worſhip the Father in Spirit and Truth, 


E Chriſt his Son our Lord. ; 
This was the concurrent Doctrine of the antient 


Conſtitutions, informs us of the primitive Method 
of religious Worlhip. | 


* only one God Almighty, beſides whom there 
1 other; and that you muſt worſhip and 


d. adore him alone, through Jeſus Chriſt our Lord, 


ur WM © i the molt holy Spirit.” 


li. WW. Pohcarp the Apoſtolical Biſhop of Smyrna at his 


he Martyrdom pray'd thus; + © for this Cauſe a- 
the R 85 bove 
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the bee. 14. vid. lib. 2. c. 56. lib. 5. c. 15. lib. 6. c. 9. lib. 7. c. 


575 33, 43. 
ut: COR ET af: Ins xeisd oy djamls os 
1 maid): 


nlinate, but tends finally to the Glory of God the © 


above what is written, do, with the fooliſh Sama 
whereas ihe true Worſhippers of God, as our Lord 


in the Name, and through the Mediation of Jeſus 
Church. The antient Book entitled the Apoſtolical 


% We declare unto you (ſay they) that there is 


Amd v deb, meirnteames fa i vr dN, 
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* niſter taking [the Bread and Cup] gives Prat 
and Glory to the Father of all, chro the Nane 
„of the Son, and thro' the Holy Ghoſt.” And 


in ſubordination to Him. 
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„ bove all Things I praiſe Thee, I bleſs Thee, 
« I glorify Thee, thro' the eternal high Prick 
« Teſus Chriſt, thy beloved Son: through whon, 
« and with whom, in the holy Spirit, be Glor 
* to Thee now and for ever and ever. Amen” 
Tuſtin Martyr ſays ; * © there are no Nation 
* upon Earth, in which Prayers and Thank 
„ givings are not put up to the Father and M. 
* ker of all Things, through the Name of |: 
* ſus who was crucify'd.” Again; © The I. 


Lay 


this he tells us was the Rule in all religious Ob. 
lations at the Lord's Supper. 

This primitive Martyr tells us farther, + thi 
next afler the unbegotten God, they alſo worſhip'i 
the Son by his Command, in the ſecond Place, a 


Melito the antient Biſhop of Sardis, delivers the 
Chriſtian Doctrine in theſe Words; 1 we do n0 
« worſhip Beings that have no ſenſe, but the on: 
« ly God who is before all and above all, even 
66 x Dies Chriit himſelf who is truly God th 
cc Word. 9” 
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| And Jrenæus has this moſt ſolemn Prayer ; * 
k call upon Thee, O Lord, the God of Abra- 
k ham, the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; 
k who art the only and true God, above whom 
there is no other God: through our Lord Je- 
« ſus Chriſt.“ | 57 | 

| « + If thou wilt (ſays Clemens Alexandrinus) be 


. mou initiated; and thou ſhalt be in the Chorus 
. Vith Angels praiſing the unbegotten and incor- 
i. WF ruptible and only true God: God the Word joining 
i: WW with us in our Hymns of Praiſe. This Jeſus, 


* the one eternal great High Prieſt of the one 
V God who is the Father, prays for Men.” 

| The next antient Writer is the moſt learned 
zen, who gives us the fulleſt and cleareſt Ac- 
tount of the Diſtinction of the Worſhip of the 
Father and the Son. + We ought (ſays he) to 
& ſend up all Supplication, and Prayer, and Inter- 
ceſſion, and Thankſgiving, to the ſupreme God 


the wer all, through our High Prieſt, the living 
no WE ord and God, who is above all Angels: yet 
on. ve may alſo offer Supplications, and Interceſ- 
yen ions, and Thankſgiving, and Prayer, to the 
t Word Himſelf, if we can diſtingwiſh between 


| * £20 igitur invoco te, Domine Deus Abraham ———— 
ater Domini noſtri Jeſu Cbriſti qui es ſolus & ve- 


56 Deus, ſuper quem alius Deus non eſt, per Dominum no- 

Hit, on jeſum Chriſtum, & c. ad v. Hereſ. lib. 3. . 6. And he 
'sthe Worſhip due unto the Son of God upon the [eudαν.- 

u ] Good pleaſure of the Father. Lib. 1. c. 10. 
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Prayer in a proper, and Prayer in a gj, 
« Senſe.” And what he means by this Diſtindiy, | * 
of Prayer in a proper Senſe, when offer'd to C 
the Father, and Prayer in an improper or fm 
tive Senſe, when offer'd to Chriſt, he thus explain 8 © 
in another Place; * we worſhip (ſays he) WF *© 
* one God, and his one Son, and Word, uM * 
„Image, with Supplications, and Prayers to h 
e utmoſt of our Power: putting up our Pan 
e to the God of the Univerfe, hung his on. if | 
„ begotten Son: to whom we offer them fi, WM t 
« deſiring Him as being the Propitiation for . 
<« Sins, to preſent as our high Prieft, our Pu * 
% and Sacrifices [Thankſgivings] and Interceſ. ! 
“ ons to the ſupreme God.“ | Ft 

Again, in his Book concerning Prayer, he wy 

fully and diſtinctly ſhews the Rule of work © 
practis'd by the antient Church, © + If we wW © 
* derſtand (ſays he) what Prayer is, (meaning «i 
„ 7imate in contradiſtinction to mediatorial) we mut 
not pray to any deriv'd Being, no not to Chi 
„ himſelf, but only to the Goa and Father «f i: " 
& Univerſe: to whom alſo our Saviour Hime i 
« pray'd (as I have ſhewn before) and teach" b 
« us to pray unto him. For being ask'd (by oz * 
« of his Diſciples) viz. teach us to pray; he doll 
«© not teach us to pray !o Himſelf, but to the He 
« ther ; and that we ſhou'd ſay, our Fatber uM !) 


«art mM Heaven. Again, „We ought (ſays te) b 


- 


to pray 10 God only, the Father of all; but nt ſh 

| | Je 

* A mv Iva Oty, Y v Z U dv]; H N G 

Va, 11g Kan T0 Ivvany nav L, as 121 Ai c g ve 
Tera ovTis TO 00 TAY dh Ts gvits dd Ti worry 
abe & TgwTv Teaotkes per dvids, atigrTes di, at 
cre TWV L{ARTIOY NUWP, TEGTU 1 AV WS >? ebe * 87h 

xai mis fuvidg, au mas EwTWEWS i 70 em , (i a,, . 

Colſ. lib. 8. p. 380. ſee p. 384. * 


t De Orat. p. 50, 51, 52, 53. edit Werſlen, 
—— & wirho! 


. 
| « without our High-Priett.—— Therefore the 
| « Saints in their Euchariſtical Prayers, give Thanks 
% God through Feſus Chriſt, And as he that 
« prays in the ſtrict and proper Senſe, ought not 
to pray to him (primarily and ultimately) who 
m © himſelf prays; but 7% the Father, whom our 
Lord Jeſus taught us to invocate in our Pray- 
ers; ſo ought no Prayer to be offer'd to the 
Father without Him, 7obn 16. 23, 24.” Whence 
n. I concludes that we ought always to pray to 
+ WW the Father in bis Name. And as our Prayers ought 
co be offer'd up to God the Father brough Chrijt 
po he obſerves farther, that the“ Doxology in the 
cg. End of our Prayers, ought likewiſe to be offer'd 
| to God through Chriſt, and in the Holy Ghoſt. 
| Laſtly, Euſebius ſays; T © the only-begotten 
| «© of God and firſt- born of the Univerſe, the Be- 
| « oinning of all Things commands us to eſteem 
his Father the only true God, and to worſhip 
| © hin alone.” Fo | | 
| Fromthe preceding Paſſages, to which many 
| more might be added, on the Point of Worſhip, 
it is as evident and demonſtrable as a Matter can 
| be, that as the antient Church always profeſs'd ic 
zs the Scripture-doctrine, that God the Father only | 
was th? only true God, and the ſupreme Maker 
| of the Univerſe ; fo likewiſe it taught that he on- 
ly ought to be invocated and worſhip'd, in the 
bioveſt, ftrift and 7roper Senſe of Prayer and Wor- 
| ſhip; i. e. as the Original, 7rimary and ultimate Ob- 
ect of all religious Adoration : that as the Holy 
Ghoſt was never ſtil'd God or Lord, fo he was ne- 
ver invocated in Prayer at all: and that, as the 


* p. 145, 145. 5 | | 
f Arles 6 wovoaris Ts Os nal Terms mw hwy 1 
0 % Ty avls maTY29, wover nd Os'v And, xai 
tal ige Nuwy u Prep, Evang. lib, 7. p. 327. 


Son 
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Son was inferior to the Father, and always ſubjed 
unto him, and was conſtituted by him to be our 
High- Prieſt, Saviour, Advocate, and Fudge : ſo the 
Father was worſhip'd and pray'd to Through bin, 
and in his Name; and He himſelf was invocated 
in a mediate and ſubordinate Senſe, that he might 
(as our Mediator) offer up, and by his Mediation 
render effectual our Prayers to he one God and Fa. 
ther of all, But it never was the Doctrine or Pra. 
ctice of the antient Church to worſhip Chrilt a 
being the ſupreme God, or the ſame God with the 
Father; as Dr. V. pretends, and moſt groſly miſ- 
repreſents it, and abuſes his Readers in fo doing, 
Two Texts more remain to be conſider in 
order to conclude this Treatiſe. Prov, 8, 22, 
«© The Lord poſſeſs'd |{647ioe Gr. created] me in 
<« the Beginning of his Way, before his Works of 
old.“ Parallel to this is Colo. 1. 15. © whois 
the Image of the inviſible God, the fir/t-born of 
every Creature,” In the firſt Text Wiſdom there 
ſpoken of was underſtood by the Antients, to be 
meant of Chriſt the Son of God, who is alſo in the 
new Teſtament calPd the Wiſdom of God, 1 Cor, i. 
24. And the Antients alſo underſtood the Text, as 
render'd by the Greek Interpreters, viz. that Chriſt 
or Wiſdom was created by God : the Antient Jews 
likewiſe, as appears from the Chaldee Parapraſe 
underſtood the Word render'd p , ro ſignify 
created, as the Greek verſion of the Seventy, and 
the old Syriac verſion have it; and as the“ Word 
| ſignifies elſewhere. So that they who alledge that 
the Word ſignifies, poſſe/fd, as diſtin&t from be- 
ing created, ſhew plainly that they have an Hypo- 
* The Hebrew Word is Kanah which the Greek tranſlates 
again created, Gen. 14. 19. and Maimonides likewiſe on Gen. 
14. 22. the Chaldee Paraphraſe renders it by Bara, which ſig. 


nifies created; ſo that it is very weak to ſuppoſe that inſtead 
of [Uno] created, the right rendering ſhou'd be L 


oſſeſs d. | 
— | thelis 


* 
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| theſis to ſerve, and want a Pretenſe to ſupport 


| IL, 
| Upon the other Text, Colof. 1. 15. * Jidore 
| of Pelyſium, a zealous Athanajian owns that the 
| Word [pong | firſt-born, ſignifies the ſame as 
| [rpurouTIG0; | t- created. And therefore contends 
that the Word ought to be read by a change of 
Accent [TpwToT0x0;] to ſignify that Chriſt is not the 
| jri-born, but the firſt or Prime-Creator : mak ing 
be Apoſtle's ſenſe plainly abſurd. 
| But the Antients underſtood the two preceding 
| Texts in their plain and obvious Senſe to teach 
that Chriſt, the Word and Wiſdom of God, was 
created; and never ſcrupled to affirm and profeſs 
that he was a Creature: not meaning that he was 
one of, or like one of the inferior Creatures which 


of WF God made By Him; but that he was (in an inef. 
15 fable Manner) the immediate Creation and Hbring 
of of God; deriv'd (without any ſecondary Cauſe) 
© by the Power and WXill of the one ſupreme God 
be and Father of all. 

he | Thus the antient Apoſtolical ＋ Conftitutions ſtile 
' WE the Son, that /iſdom which God created. 5 
Wr Melito wrote a Treatiſe, concerning the Crea- 
it f Crit. 5 | 
V WW ** 7ertullian comparing the only-begotten Mord 
% WB (the Son) with the Father, ſays; © that the Fa- 
uy WF © ther is prior to him; and as being unoriginated 
1 * 1s more Powerful than He who is originated; 
hat * Lib, 3. Epiſt. 31. 

0 3. Epift. 31. 


tO eis wy igyouche ms Un os xnoleous oppl- 
po- 45. Lib 7. C 36. 
1 IIset Knows Keicss Cav, in vit. Melito. p. 183. & Hift. 


lates Lit. b. 43. | | 
2 5 Quale eſt ut Filio Dei ſermone unigenito & primogenito 
M7 | aliquid fuerit præter Patrem Antiquius, & hoc modo utique 


leneroſius; nedum quod innatum nato fortius, & quod infec- 
tam fatto yalidius, &c. Adv. Hermog. c. 18. (ee ady. Prax. 
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tione Patris, ſplendorem eſſe perbar vum 
nitate & honore poſt Patrem & Filium aſſerit Spiriium Sanctum! 
de quo, cum ignorare ſe dicat utrum fadlus fit an infeclus; i 
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e and being unmade is mightier than he who f 


| « mid:” And yet he thought Chriſt, as he thought 


humane Souls, to be produc'd or created from the 


Subjtance of God. 


* Clemens Alexandrinus alluding to the Text of 


Proverbs before-cited, calls Chriſt, the Wit 


which God firſt-created. And Photius and Fern 

charge him with making the Son a Creature, 
Orizen, whole Orthodoxy Dr. V. makes n 

Queſtion of, is known to have made the Son and 


Spirit Creatures, | 


Of this, f Epiphanins, Ferom, Fuſtinian and Ph. 
tins are ample and unexceptionabie Witneſſes, 
+ Dionpſius of Alexandria,“ Gregory of Ne: 
ce/area, and FF Theognoſtus of Alexandria, all of 
EE | them 
* Seglas Ts g οαπτπ/ñ g To New. Strom. p. 501. my vi 
eis xνανẽꝭ aye de dem. Phot. Cod, 109. Clementem quo 
virum catholicum fcribit in libris ſuis interdum Di 
Filium dicere creaturam. Apol. 2. adv. Ruffin. 
+ Sars mm my ue Ts Os xn'cus Ivrypann —w 


To e T 4100 KMS dontyioars. Epiph tereſ 64.5, 
vid et 8, Chriftum Filium Dei non natum eſſe fed falium— 


Deum Patrem efle lumen incomprehenſibile, Chriſtum coli 
tertium di 


poſtcrioribus, quid de eo ſentiret, expreſſit; nibil abſque ſob 


Deo Patre, infectum eſſe confirmans. Hieron. Epiſt. ad 4wt 
vid. pol. 2. adv, Ruffin. See Reply to Dr. W's Defenſe, Qu. ih 
c ce U a . o c , 
zn 6 Us wel To ae mVevua Anu ao FJuſim. bil. 
\ \ i, HS. OR. + * \ eo \ 4 
ad Menam Tyy wey vio vm Ts males meme al, To Js mr 
ue um Ts vis. Phot. Cod. 58. 
+ Nihil creatum aut ſerviens in Trinitate credamus, ut Wi 


Dionyſtius fons Arii. Gennad, lth. de Fecleſ. Dogmat c. 4. vid 


& Baſil. Epiſt. 41. & Dionyſium Alexandring urbis Epiſcopun, 
virum eruditiſſimum contra Sabellium diſputantem, in Arian" 
dogma delabi Heron. Apol. 2. adv. Ruffin. 
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en 1990 mage xopievas, ws T KMGUA x T infa, l 
n vie. Baſ. de Greg. Thaumat. Epiſt. 64  _ N 
+} Rocoue dure) [Xerly] dοο -. Phot. de Then! 


Cod. 108. Origeuis nimium ſequax errores immilcuit peed 
in 
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them Scholars and Followers of the great Origen, 
nught with him, that the Son and Spirit were 
Creatures of the Father. = 

| + Pjerius another moſt eminent Scholar of Ori- 
un taught the ſame Doctrine. And the Learned 


1. Iſcbius of Cæſarea calls the Son, Þ ** the perfect 
2 % Creature of the perfect God.” And allo; “ the 


la ſubſtantial Wiſdom created [Prov. 8. 22.] of 
God before all Ages.” And declares the Holy 
Spirit“ to be one of thoſe Beings which were 
ade by the Son; and affirms this to be the 
Doctrine of the holy Catholic Church deliver'd 
ein the Scriptures.” And to this agrees the Let- 
ter of the Preſbyters and Deacons of the Church of 
W condria, which they wrote upon Occaſion of 
the Arian Controverſy juſt then broke out, to A. 
lexander their Biſhop 3 in which Letter they tell 
Elim t“ that the Faith wich they had receiv'd 
from their Forefathers, and had been taught by 
him alſo, was this. We confeſs one unbegot- 
ten, only eternal, only true God —— that this 
God begat his only-begotten Son before the 


coli þ 7 | 

ng inter S. S. Trinitatis perſonas totidem dignitatis gradus effingens; 
aum: Chbriſtumque pariter ac Spiritum S. ad creaturarum ſortem detru- 
is; in Lens. Cav. Hiſt. liter. p. 98. | 7 
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Wy | Ther NE pus g. Demonſ. Evang. lib. 4. c. 2. 
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Pnoveirns. Eclog. Prophet. apud Cav. Hiſt, liter. part. 2. P. 65, 
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Ti arcel. lib. I. C 4. 
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45 Ages of the World that by his Own Wil 


any Reſpect; ſo they, who out of extraording 
ry Picty, do ſometimes magnify our bleſſed &. 


Expreſſions in any Degree leer than what they 
thought were warranted vy Scripture, and neceſſary 


Ctrine of the Holy Trinity is founded; and hae 


nity, is not the Scri/ture-do@rine, or that of tit 
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he gave him Subſiſtence, who is the immuta}}, 
* and uachangeable perfect Creature of God, &e" 
The whole Letter is highly worthy of the Learn. 
ed Reader's careful Peruſal; and contains the un. 
doubted Catholic Doctrine of the antient Church, 

The Inference which I ſhall draw from the fore. 
going Senſe of Antiquity concerning their Do. 
ctrine, that the So and Spiriz were created and | 
Creatures, is this; that as on the one Hand it is ab 
ſurd, to ſuppoſe that the antient Fathers erer 
thought the don and Sp1717 to be the ſupreme Gi 
the ſame God with the Father, or equal to him in 


viour with great Sublimities of Expreſſion, and 
never refuſe him any Title which the Scripture af: 
cribes to him, wou'd not, in declaring his Suborg- 
mation to God the Father, diminiſh him by uſig 


to ſecure the Peerleſs ſupreme Majeſty and Ho 
nour of the ONE GOD and Father of All. 


CONCLUSION. 


HAVE laid before the Chriſtian Reader, wit} 
the utmoſt Sincerity and Care, the unanimo 
Senſe of the antient Church, relating to fom: 
principal Texts of Scripture on which the Do 


ſhewn from thence, that what Dr. Waterland call 
and inſiſts to impoſe as the Doctrine of the Tr: 


antient Church at all: but is a merely fictitios , 
Doctrine, directly repugnant to the catholic . 
ctrine of the Aulenicene and even Nicene Church | wu 0 


al 


with 
mous 
ſom? 

Do- 
have 
| call 
II. 
f the 
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c Do. 


urch; 


and 
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ad was propagated chiefly after the Council of 


Nice, in the latter End of the fourth Centur 
(when great Corruptions were crept into the Church) 


by the ſuperſtitious Worſhippers of KRelicks and 
gans; and ſupported by Eccleſiaſtical Tyranny: 
but it is as really oppoſite to Scripture, Reaſon, and 
I). univerſal Senſe of the primitive Church, 
5 Darkneſs is to Light; and as Tritheiſm is to the 
aundamental Article of all true Religion, the Uni- 


g of God. | 
The Scripture-doctrine of the Trinity, on which 


[te right Knowledge of the Chriſtian Economy 


land Diſpenſation depends, has been in all Ages 


rom the Beginning corrupted by falſe and de- 
ccitful Teachers; who in order to depreſs and di- 
E miniſh the Excellency of the Chriſtian Revelation 
have taught, either that Chriſt the Son of God 
vas a mere Man (according to the Jewiſh and So- 


nian Notion) or [according to the Sabellian 


and Gnoſtic Doctrine] that he was the ſame God 
with the one God and Father of all: both by con- 
Itrary extremes, agreeing in taking away his true 
| *F proper Divinity as being the only-begotten Son 
$0! God, es 

| The Doctrine of Trithei/m and Polytheiſm a- 
mongſt the reſt of the old Herefies, dar*d to ſhew 
ts Head in the firſt Ages of the Church; and it 
vas one Branch of the Gnoſtic Impiety, amongſt 


the Valenlinians, as Sabellianiſm was another; and 
allo the known Marcionite * Doctrine. 


| The forty firſt Apoſtolical Canon points at 
ſome who baptiz'd + into three unoriginated Per- 


ſous, And the t Apoſtolical Conſtitutions aſſure us, 


* See Tertul. adv. Marcion. lib. 1. & Athanaſius de Synod. 


a in, & Seleuc. p. 9 29. edit. Paris. 1627. 
T E12 1 dN. apud. Coteler. Vol. 1. p. 449. 


Ot H ay ele Ever beds N,, of d E 21g oy tt? 


u N % drug. lib. G. c. 10. 


8 2 that 


that ſome of the Simonian Gnoſtic Heretics tauglt 


gotten Perſons (or Gods.) And * Origen ſpeaks g 


| thers, and was ſoon quaſh*d and came to nothing; 


Ath Century, amongſt ſome of the Followers d 


prov'd in the foregoing Papers; and that he 


tions of this Doctrine; and particularly, from hi 


gion, is nothing more than a mere Name. And 
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there were many Gods; others that there were thy, 
unoriginated, and others that there were two unh. 


Heretics who dar'd to affirm two Gods: Such we: 
the Marcionites. - De 
But as the Hereſy of Ditheiſm or Tritheiſm v 
more wicked and impure than any of the reſt, a0 
by immediate Conſequence deſtroy*d not only th 
Divinity of the Son, but the Divinity of the 9 
God, the Father allo, and was no better than 4 
theiſm ; ſo it neither appear'd ſo openly as the. 


and reviv'd not again till the latter End of the 


Athanaſius. == 
That Dr. Waterland's Doctrine of the Triniy 
is in the ſtricteſt Senſe Tritheiſm, I have ful 


teaches and avows the Atheiſtical and diabolical Do. 
ctrine (as the  Apoſtolical Conſtitutions call it 
of three ſupreme, neceſſarily-exitent, or unorigindte 
Perſons, Agents or Gods, in as full and ſtrong Tem 
as the Simonian Gnoſtic Heretics ever did, hi 
been demonſtrated from his many direct Affe. 


aſirming it polſible, that the Sou might hae 
been God the Father, and the Father have beer 
the Son, and atted the miniſterial Part : and thi 
the three divine Perſons differ in no eſſential Fr 
feftion ; but in mere Name or Mode of Ev. 
ſtence : for a Mode of Exiſtence which is not?; 
ſential to the Deity, or is not an eſſential Poſt 


a  . © ws 2% ee 


* Et duos quidem Deos auſos eſſe hæreticos dicere. L. 
ce Princip. c. 7. 
T Lib. 6. c. 9, 10. 


N 


ſince 
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dice the Reaſon and common Senſe of all Man- 
kind have ever taught them, that the Nature and 
all the eſſential Perfections of God are unoriginated 
| and underiv'd; he whoſe avow'd Doctrine it is, 
| that the Son and Spirit have the Nature and all the 
| eſential Perfections of the one God and Father of all, 
| Joes, with the Simonian Heretics, profeſſedly teach 
| [pet adp & eyevyTes) three unoriginated or ne- 
| weſarily exiſtent; unbegotten Perſons, or Gods. 
This is the Doctrine which, with great Bitter- 
| neſs and Uncharitableneſs of Spirit, Dr. W. de- 
ges to impoſe upon the Profeſſors of Chriſtiani- 
ty; otherwiſe wou'd exclude them (if he had 
| competent Authority, p. 196.) from the Commu- 
| nion of the Chriſtian Church. If this is not tbe 
| Spirit of Antichriſt, 'tis impoſſible to know what 
zz. He has had ſufficient means of Conviction 
| laid before him, from Scripture, Reaſon and Anti- 
uit): But Scripture is to be perverted, Reaſon is to 
| be degraded and abus'd by metaphyſical Jargon, 
and the Language of all the antient Fathers treat- 
| ed, as if their Words had no meaning at all, or 
meant the Reverſe of what the fame Words 
| mean in all other Books whatſoever; and in ſhort, 
all Science and all Religion, natural a nd reveal'd, 
is to give Way to an unreaſonable and Antichri- 
ſtan Hypotheſis : and this is the Sum of all Dr. 
Mes. Writings, and the great Buſineſs of his Life. 
Whoever oppoſes him muſt expect nothing but 
| Rage and Rudeneſs ; and tho? he ought long ago 
| to have fat down in Shame and Silence, having 
been ſo often and thoroughly confuted ; yet being 
gauPd and griev'd to ſee Truth prevail and to have 
many Adherents; and that Scripture, Reaſon and 
Antiquity, ſpeak all unanimouſly and loudly for his 
| Adverſaries, and as unanimouſly and loudly con- 
demn him; he is reſolv'd [ſo much is he ſet againſt 
the Truth] to try to diſcourage and quaſh it by 
A , humane 
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humane Authority, and the Force of Church-cenfurg, 
as if he thought there was no ſenſe of Chriſty 


Liberty in the Governours of the Church; ap 
that Popiſh Impoſition and Tyranny might ealih 


be introduc'd. But I hope he will find and fee 
that the more he pleads for humane Authority ti 
impoſe the worſt of Errors, the more he will only 
kick againſt the Pricks ; that Truth will more ang 
more prevail, till at laſt all Antichriſtian Doctrine 


and Impoſition being baniſh'd out of the Chriſtian 
Church, it will be without Spot or Wrinkle, ang 


like a pure Virgin fit to be eſpousd to Chriſt. 


FINIS. 


8 A Note to be added to P. 7. J. 37. f e 
Dy. Waterland in his ſecond Defenſe (p. 177.) fays; « = 


« you ask why that Perſon call'd the Son, might not have been 
0 „ rather ; 1 have nothing to ſay, but that ia Fa# he is 
(ly „ 0. — as to the Son's acting a miniſterial Part, that in- 
feel « deed is purely Oeconomical [he means, is founded merely 
7 to upon mutual Concert or Agreement] and there was no Im- 
nl « poſſbility in the Nature of the Thing, but the Father Him- 

Jie might have done the ſame.“ | | 

and E This Hypotheſis of the Dr's, was charg'd with his ſuppoſing 
Ine WG: poſſible, © that wnoriginate, might have been originate, 
an and originate, unoriginate; uxderiv*d, might have been de- 
and i'd, and deriv'd, underiv'd ; the Father might have been 


le begotten, and the son wunbegotten.”” (Obſervations on Dr. 
aterland's ſecond Defenſe, p. 34, 35.) This is the plain una- 
Lyoidable Conſequence of what he allow'd; and it was neceſ- 
{ary for the Dr. to ſay ſomething to abate the Shockingneſs of 
i. Wherefore in a Book entituled, a farther Vinaication of 
F Cris Divinity, p. 38. he pretends, with regard to the for- 
mer Part of his Words, viz. that the Son might have been Fa- 
ther, ſeemingly to retract them, ſaying ; that the Priority of 
Order (that is the Orizinateneſs of the one, and Unoriginate- 
ws of the other) is natural, that is neceſſary, or unalterable, 
Land eternally ſo, In which Words he endeavours to evade 
the Charge above, both by a Contradiction, and really aſſerting 
what he had allow'd before. It is an evident Contradiction in the 
Terms, to ſay that the Originateneſs of the Son is neceſſary: this 
is ſtill making originate, to be unoriginate; deriv'd, underiv'd? 
and the don unbegotten. Neceſſary Exiſtence is oppoſite to Ori- 
gingted (and therefore all the Antients conſtantly teach, that 
the don was originated or begotten by the Will of the Father) 
and is the ſame as Unoriginateneſ:; what is neceſſary (in ſe) in 
ts Exiſtence, cannot be deriv'd, or originated, or begotten from 
another, And that Dr. . ſtil] means, that the S is as really 
unoriginated as the Father, is evident, becauſe he makes the 
$ Unoriginateneſs of the Father, a mere Priority of Order, with- 
out any Superiority of Nature or Perfections; and fo a Priority 
of Name only, or the Order of placing the Words, Father, 
en, Spirit; which is a Shameful Quibble, For *tis his avow'd 
conſtant Doctrine, that the Son and Spirit are the Subſtance 
ef the Father; and he diſavows all Difference of Nature, Sub- 
ſtance, and Perfettions, amongſt them. And to take away all 
pollible and conceivable Diſtinction between the T/noriginare- 
neſs of the Father, and Originateneſs of the Son; on which 
ls founded the Supremacy of the one, and Miniſtration of the 
other ; he affirms in the latter Part of his Words above cited, 
that the Father might have been ſent, and have acted the mi- 
niſterial 


niſterial Part; that being, he ſays, purely Oeconomical, or 

voluntary Agreement only; which in Conſequence is allow 
and affirming, that the Father might have been the Son: for ty 
Miſſion and miniſterial Agency, in the Senſe of Scripture, 1 
of the primitive Church, and in the Reaſon of Things, 2: 
founded in the Filiation, or in the natural Originateneſs of tþ 
Son by the Will of the Father; and are: not compatible (an 
were always thought Impiety and Blaſphemy to be aſcrib'4) y 
the Unoriginated Nature and ſupreme Majeſty of God the x; 


ther. 


ER RAT A. 


TYAGE 22. |. 18. for preverting read perverting. ibid, |, 20. f. 

farther r. for them. p. 26. l. 34. del, comma after tho 
p. 29. I. 20. r. was. p. 33. I. 8. del. and. p. 40. 1. 8, for can 
plete r. competent. p. 56.1. 9. dele 1. p. 68. |, 5. r. Father on 
p. 78. 1. 9. r. of the. p. 91. 1. penult. r. &. p. 95. J. 3. r. Fi 
p-. 96. I. ult. r. 3, 4, 6. p. 97. I. ult. r. xe. p. 99. J. 13. 7% 
by, p. 122, le 28. r. c, 15. 5 | 


